—— 
ee 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 


ee ————— 
————— 


1 


c UNIVERSITY 


THE U 
OF MICHIGAN 


HEARINGS 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ea" “ow 


IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


EIGHTY-SIXTH CONGRESS 


SECOND SESSION 


JUL ] | 1960 


ON 


H.R. 8985 
A BILL TO PROVIDE FOR THE INCLUSION OF THE 
NEBRASKA MID-STATE UNIT IN THE MISSOURI RIVER 
BASIN PROJECT 
and 


H.R. 973, H.R. 3662, and H.R. 5073 


BILLS TO PROVIDE FOR FEDERAL COOPERATION WITH 





THE NEBRASKA MID-STATE RECLAMATION DISTRICT, 
NEBRASKA, IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE MID-STATE 
PROJECT 
MAY 19, 1960 
Serial No. 5 
PART 2 
Printed for the use of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
UNITED STATES 
GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

55945 


WASHINGTON : 1960 








COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 


WAYNE N. ASPINALL, Colorado, Chairman 


LEO W. O’BRIEN, New York 
WALTER ROGERS, Texas 
GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 

JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 

ADAM C. POWELL, New York 
ED EDMONDSON, Oklahoma 

B. F. SISK, California 

STEWART L. UDALL, Arizona 

J. T. RUTHERFORD, Texas 
WALTER S. BARING, Nevada 

AL ULLMAN, Oregon 

LEROY H. ANDERSON, Montana 
D. 8S. (JUDGE) SAUND, California 
DONALD F. McGINLEY, Nebraska 
THOMAS G. MORRIS, New Mexico 
RALPH J. RIVERS, Alaska 
QUENTIN BURDICK, North Dakota 
WILLIAM J. RANDALL, Missouri 


JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 
J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 


E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 


JACK WESTLAND, Washington 


CRAIG HOSMER, California 

J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, Colorado 
GARDNER R. WITHROW, Wisconsin 
BOB WILSON, California 

GLENN CUNNINGHAM, Nebraska 

ODIN LANGEN, Minnesota 

EDNA (Mrs. SID) SIMPSON, Illinois 
JOHN KYL, lowa 


A. FERNOS-ISERN (Resident Commissioner), 


Puerto Rico 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION 


WALTER ROGERS, Texas, Chairman 


GRACIE PFOST, Idaho 

JAMES A. HALEY, Florida 

B. F. SISK, California 

STEWART L. UDALL, Arizona 

J. T. RUTHERFORD, Texas 
WALTER S. BARING, Nevada 

AL ULLMAN, Oregon 

LEROY H. ANDERSON, Montana 
D. S. (JUDGE) SAUND, California 
DONALD F. McGINLEY, Nebraska 
THOMAS G. MORRIS, New Mexico 


QUENTIN BURDICK, North Dakota 


WILLIAM J. RANDALL, Missouri 


JOHN P. SAYLOR, Pennsylvania 

J. ERNEST WHARTON, New York 
E. Y. BERRY, South Dakota 

JACK WESTLAND, Washington 
CRAIG HOSMER, California 

J. EDGAR CHENOWETH, Colorado 
BOB WILSON, California 

GLENN CUNNINGHAM, Nebraska 
ODIN LANGEN, Minnesota 


A. FERNOS-ISERN (Resident Commissioner 


Puerto Rico 


SmpNEY L. MCFARLAND, Engineering Consultant 
T. RICHARD WITMER, Counsel 


II 





Statement | 
Floyd 
Inte 

men 
Arthur 
tion 
tive, 
Tror 
James 
Wilc 

Whi 
Hon. | 
Stat 
Material su 
Williar 
tion 


THE 
posiTED BY 
m STATES OF AMERICA 





CONTENTS 





Statement of — 

Floyd E. Dominy, Commissioner of Reclamation, Department of the 
Interior; accompanied by Frederick W. Gugel, Project Develop- 
ment Division, and Paul L. Harley, area development engineer-__-_- 

Arthur C. Johnson, president, board of directors, Mid-State Reclama- 
tion District; accompanied by Ernest Staubitz, special representa- 


loner tive, Mid-State; Darrell MecOstrich, Mid-State Engineer; and W. E. 
Trommershausen, R. W. Beck & Associates, Columbus, Nebr-_-__ 
James T. McBroom, Chief, Branch of River Basin Studies, Fish and 
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior; accompanied by William 
White, Assistant Chief, Branch of River Basin Studies__________- 
Hon. Donald F. McGinley, a Representative in Congress from the 
State of Nebraska is gi a i Or a a cm 
Material submitted for the record: 
William EK. Welsh, Secretary-Manager, National Reclamation Associa- 
Ae RE Oe eo ee ete, ae sie 
Iit 
issioner 


Page 
19 








Sus 


| 
| Thes 
| room, ) 
| of the si 
Mr. I 
| come to 
| hearing 
| tee, Mr. 
State u 
Befo. 
the pur’ 
the s 
ilar to ] 
respect 
provide 
Mid-St: 
ernmen 
a unit | 
the firs 
asa Fee 
Ther 
| neerin 
as to tr 
econom 


be dire 


With 


the Am 
this po 
report 


(HE 


ABILL " 


Be it | 
of Ame: 
| heretofo 
| 87, 891 
Nebrask 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 


THURSDAY, MAY 19, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBCOMMITTEE ON IRRIGATION AND RECLAMATION OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INsuLAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 
| The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to call, in the committee 
room, New House Office Building, Hon. Walter Rogers (chairman 
ofthe subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Rogers. The Subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation will 
come to order for the consideration of pending business. We have a 
hearing set this morning on H.R. 8985 by our colleague on the commit- 
tee, Mr. McGinley, to provide for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid- 
State unit in the Missouri River Basin project. 

Before calling the witnesses, I want to make a brief statement on 
the purpose of this hearing on H.R. 89835. 

The subcommittee completed hearings last year on several bills sim- 
ilar to H.R. 8985 and the committee received extensive testimony with 
respect to the Mid-State reclamation project. These bills would have 
provided for construction of the Mid-State project by the Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District, with financing by the Federal Gov- 
emment. H.R. 8985 provides for including the Mid-State project as 
a unit in the Missouri River Basin project. In other words, this is 
the first legislation we have had providing for the Mid-State project 
asa Federal project. 

Therefore, while we had last year extensive testimony on the engi- 
neering aspects of the Mid-State project, we need information now 
is to the effect of making this a Federal project, particularly on the 
economic and repayment aspects. I hope that the testimony will 
be directed to meeting this need, and I am sure the witnesses will 
cooperate. 

Without objection, the bill and the report of the Department of 
the Army, if and when it is received, will be placed in the record at 
this point. I understand that Commissioner Dominy will read the 
port of the Department of the Interior into the record. 

(H.R. 8985 reads as follows:) 


cscs 


[H.R. 8985, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


ABILL To provide for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River 
Basin project 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Missouri River Basin project, 
| leretofore authorized by section 9 of the Act of December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 
| 87, 891), as amended and supplemented, is hereby modified to include the 
| Nebraska Mid-State unit for the principal purposes of furnishing a surface irri- 
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gation water supply for approximately one hundred and forty thousand ACTES of sIATEM 
land, aiding in the replenishment of the supply of groundwater for domestic 

and agricultural uses; flood control; the conservation and development of fish 

and wildlife; and the production of hydroelectric power. The principal works 

of said unit shall consist of a diversion dam on the Platte River, a main Supply Mr. M 
canal, an interconnected reservoir system, hydroelectric power facilities, flood. for alme 
Ways and necessary pumps, drains, canals, laterals, distribution facilities and ( 
related works, including, on a nonreimbursable basis, minimum, basie recrey. 0m 
tional facilities. The Nebraska Mid-State unit shall be integrated, physicajy of my a 
and financially, with the other Federal works in the Missouri River Basin eq). | here the 
structed or authorized to be constructed under the comprehenisve plang q type of 3 
aa section 9 of the Act of December 22, 1944, as amended and Supple “T than 


in our C1 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMy, Mid-Sta 

Washington, D.C., June 6, 1960, Althor 

Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, Ist sessl¢ 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, the com 


House of Representatives sateet 
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the D } at 
Department of the Army with respect to H.R. 8985, 86th Congress, a bill ty — 
provide for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Memb 
Basin project. previous 


This bill would modify the Missouri River Basin project authorized by the | jearings 
Flood Control Act approved December 22, 1944 (58 Stat. 887, 891), as amended, | ; een 
to include the Nebraska Mid-State unit for the purposes of irrigation, flood cop. im 


trol, fish and wildlife, and power. The unit would consist of a diversion dam I wrote 
on the Platte River, a main supply canal, an interconnected reservoir system, Reclame 
hydroelectric power facilities, floodways and related facilities. Although the | eneounte 
bill is not specific as to the Federal agency which would be charged with cop. ses of 
struction, it is presumed that it is intended to vest the authorization therefor jn = 
the Secretary of the Interior. obstacle 
In letters of April 28, 1959, to your committee commenting with respect to last com 
earlier bills, H.R. 973 and H.R. 3662, which would have authorized a Federl| Since 
contribution to the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District of a sum equal tion of t 
to that portion of the cost of the project which the Secretary of the Interior I 
determined to be equitably allocable to flood control, this Department recon- ect t 
mended that the bills should provide for the economic justification of the project 1958 Mi 
cost allocated to flood control. An economic evaluation of the overall project has} tion sta 
been prepared by the Bureau of Reclamation, which indicates economic justifia- project ¢ 
tion of the flood control features. . This ¢ 
Should the committee decide to proceed with H.R. S985, it is recommended} . . 
that the committee consider inclusion of a local-cost-sharing provision, Under} 400 tha 
current policy for Federal flood control projects constructed by this Department, | lerlor ni 
such local cost sharing is provided in accordance with section 3 of the Flool} gression 
Control Act of 1936 whereby local interests are required, for levees and channel The ( 
improvements, to (a) provide lands (including utility and highway relocations),| , 
(b) hold and save the United States free from damages, and (c) maintain the} © exple 
project works. The committee may also wish to give consideration to applica-| report. 
tion of the cost-sharing principles which would be provided by another pending} Mr, ( 
bill, S. 2060, proposed legislation which would meet the objectives of the Presi-| desire te 
dent's recommendation for enactment of legislation to establish uniform cost) ,~ 


sharing standards for flood control. ” all t! 
Subject to the foregoing suggestions, the Department of the Army has no} project 
objection to enactment of H.R. S985. Secon 


The Bureau of the Budget advised that there would be no objection to the earnest] 

submission of an identical report on a companion bill. 8. 2640. f : 

- cate or adv 
Sincerely yours, 

WILBER M. BRUCKER, Represe 

Secretary of the Army. The ] 


Mr. Rocers. The Chair will first recognize Mr. McGinley, the author) before 
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gATEMENT OF HON. DONALD F. McGINLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. McGrntey. Mr. Chairman, I have served on this committee now 
for almost a year and a half and I have really received quite a back- 

und of understanding, I think, in the reclamation field by virtue 
of MY activity on the Mid-State bill. No one told me when I came 
ere the problems that would develop by introducing a non-Federal 
pe of reclamation project last year, but I quickly found out. 

‘T thank the chairman for the courtesy extended in providing time 
in our crowded schedule for a supplemental hearing on the proposed 
\fid-State project. 

Although we have had hearings previously on this matter in the 
ist session of the 86th Congress, this present hearing is the first time 
the committee has had the opportunity to examine the Mid-State 
project as it is presented in H.R. 8985; namely, a full-fledged Federal 
reclamation project. 

Members will recall that this project proposal has been before us 
previously as a non-Federal, or joint venture, project. After our 
earings in the last session, it appeared to me that further progress 
inthe non-Federal approach was likely to be very slow. Ultimately, 
[wrote a letter to the board of directors of the Nebraska Mid-State 
Reclamation District, outlining the major difficulties that had been 
ancountered. A copy of that letter is before each of you, for the pur- 
poses of refreshment on significant policy matters that appeared to be 
obstacles to the progress of authorizing legislation at the end of our 
last committee meeting on the Mid-State project. 

Since that time, the Department of the Interior has made an evalua- 
tion of the Mid-State plans as a unit of the Missouri River Basin proj- 
et. It is my belief that the Department’s previous acceptance of the 
1958 Mid-State project report, plus their recently completed evalua- 
tion statement of January 1960, brings the technical details of the 
project design and operating plan up to date. 

This combination of reports constitutes the basic data and informa- 
tion that the Bureau of Reclamation and the Department of the In- 
rior normally prepare for Bureau projects that are sent to the con- 
gressional committees in support of authorizing legislation. 

The Commissioner of Reclamation and some of his staff are on hand 
fo explain the project report and more specifically their evaluation 
report. 

} Mr. Chairman, as the sponsor of this bill, I want to emphasize my 

| desire to see this proposed multipurpose reclamation project conform 
to all the normal standards and precedents of any other reclamation 
project in the Missouri Basin and the United States. 

Secondly, in the light of the urgent need for this project, I would 
tarnestly ask the committee to press forward with all possible speed 
for advancing this project toward authorization by the House of 

, Representatives. 

The letter of comment by the Bureau of the Budget, which is also 

lefore you, brings up three major policy matters which will affect 
| ill future reclamation projects on which the committee will have to 
| nake final disposition. 


i 
! 
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They are: ( ydoption 
(1) The length of the repayment period; in effect 

(2) Allocation method and amount of fish and wildlife benefits. be appli 

(3) Determination of whether a formula of local cost sharing form to 

for flood control facilities shall apply. [dot 
sdoptiol 

REPAYMENT PERIOD ita new 


Mid-State desires to conform completely to the requirements of 
Federal reclamation law. Thus, it has now been presented with the 
standard 40-year repayment period by the Bureau of Reclamation, | This | 
The Bureau of the Budget, however, suggests a 50-year repayment | multipu 
yeriod. On the 40-year basis there is estimated a 59-percent repayment | on whic! 
a the district of the reimbursable irrigation allocation. The final | of the f 
determination of the length of the payout period will have to be made | feiaries. 
in the best judgment of the committee. In my opinion, the Mid-Stat, | If the 
Reclamation District would not object to a 50-year period, but again | mittee a 
I point out that adoption of the longer repayment period is a depar- } standing 
ture from normal] standards of other reclamation projects. be to su 

In this time I have had the opportunities to confer with the Bureay | Army F 
of the Budget people last year and this year on this project, I have | got for: 
been aware they have been most interested in the reclamation field, | Secreta! 
They want to make some policy suggestions. specific 

As far as the payout period is concerned, the chairman will recall | tion by: 
that last year as a non-Federal project, when we were talking about | to be fir 
a 60-year period for the purpose of obtaining the 100-percent repay- | stance t] 
ment of the irrigation allocation by the irrigators, they took an arms project. 
upraised attitude and said, “No, the standard is 40 years. Wean| The: 
coming back now trying to make this a completely orthodox reclams- | for a st 
tion project, with a 40-year period, and they suggest 50. nized 

Now, the final determination of that is up to the committee, of cours, | Mid-Ste 
because I am aware there are variances in repayment. periods, but in| come o1 
the Missouri Basin, at least, we have adhered to the 40-year period. | tax lev) 
been inc 

irrigato 


y pied to be ba 
The fish and wildlife allocation of $10,846,000 has been determined sharing 


by the Department of the Interior with the use and application of th} than an 
same methods employed in all other reclamation projects containing | jg pay { 
fish and wildlife facilities. I am positive that ample evidence canbe} tion pre 
supplied to the committee to show the great demand that existsin} Mp. ( 
the part of the country where Mid-State is situated for hunting,) gly br: 
fishing, and recreation facilities; and that a comparison of recreation} 9p each 
fishing, and hunting on other manmade lakes in Nebraska will ind} gtabjis 
cate that the Fish and Wildlife Service was actually conservative | digerim 
its estimate of the volume of use that will be made of the proposed) g¢ apa 
chain of hillside reservoirs. those ir 
It is noted that the Bureau of the Budget suggests acegiee of 0 tinuous 
allocation of only the specific costs of the fish and wildlife facilities) [py ¢h 
Its adoption would be a sharp departure from the long used “separable) posal w 
costs-remaining benefit” method of cost allocation which method has) wag op; 
been applied to past reclamation projects. | conforn 
If such a policy is to be adopted, it should be taken on as a genert!| 
policy affecting all future reclamation projects. I submit that - 55 


FISH AND WILDLIFE ALLOCATION 
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ydoption in the Mid-State bill would cause that general policy to be 
neffect.- Until such a policy is in general application, it should not 
be applied on Mid-State. I reiterate that Mid-State desires to con- 
form to the standards of reclamation law. _ 

[do not like to see this bill used as a guinea pig for the testing or 
adoption of a new policy, but it is up to the committee to determine 
fa new policy should be adopted along that line. 


FLOOD CONTROL 


This is the first time that our committee is considering a Federal 
multipurpose reclamation project containing flood control features 
mwhich it has been suggested that there be local cost sharing of some 
of the flood control expenditure, by reason of benefit to local bene- 
ficiaries. 

Ifthe Mid-State project had originally been presented to this com- 
mittee as a Federal multipurpose reclamation project, it is my under- 
sanding, that the normal routine of the Bureau of Reclamation would 
be to submit the flood control features of the project to the Corps of 
Army Engineers only for determination of flood control benefits, but 
not for a specific allocation of costs as this is the responsibility of the 
Seretary of the Interior under reclamation law. The fact that a 

ific allocation of costs is present in Mid-State, with recommenda- 
tion by the Corps of Engineers that a portion of the flood control costs 
to be financed locally, is merely a hangover of the historical circum- 
stance that Mid-State was first planned and presented as a non-Federal 
project. 

The adoption of a local cost sharing policy for flood control costs 
for a standard multipurpose reclamation project should be scruti- 
nized carefully, for it poses major problems in future objects. In 
Mid-State’s case, the local repayment of the reimbursable costs can 
come only from two sources; namely, (1) the two-mill ad valorem 
tax levy which is authorized by State law, and which has already 
been included in the assets of the district for the determination of the 
irrigators’ ability to pay, and (2) water service contracts which are 
to be based on the ability of the irrigator to pay. Thus, if local cost 
sharing on flood control is imposed, it can amount to nothing more 
than an additional demand on Missouri River Basin power revenues 
io pay for flood control costs, which is without precedent in reclama- 


Can ® | tion projects. 
cists in | 


Mr. Chairman, although I have discussed the above policy points 
oly briefly, I submit that I have set forth the basic questions involved 
meach of those points. Further, I submit that any departure from 
established standards and precedents, in the Mid-State bill would be 
discriminatory against Mid-State specifically, and would set this proj- 
tet apart from other Federal reclamation projects and especially 
those in the Missouri River Basin project, which projects will con- 
tinuously be compared one with another. 

In the committee hearings last year on H.R. 3662, when the pro- 
posal was presented on the non-Federal loan and grant basis, that bill 
was criticized by many members of the committee because of lack of 
tonformity with general reclamation law. We have changed over to 
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H.R. 8985 in order to obtain authorization as a completely confory rit] 
ing multipurpose reclamation project. , : “me 

May I again remind my friends and colleagues of the committe has a 
of some pressing facts which not only indicate the need for this proj- saan 
ect to begin construction at the earliest possible date, but also indicat oe 
the complete dedication of the people to the conception of the Miq. | Tis 
Sate project as an answer to their needs. of this 

Some of these considerations are— trying 


mm 2 sae ; 01 

(1) The Mid-State District, through tax levies and voluntary ¢op. = te 

tributions, has spent well over $1 million in the past 15 years for the m of] 
purpose of planning and promoting the midstate project ; and are a om 


the present time financing the necessary work that the Bureau of Ree. has 
lamation has performed 1n its investigation since the summer of 1959 Mr. 
(2) At the special election of October 29, 1957, the electors of the Me | 
Mid-State District voted overwhelmingly, 5 to 1, to continue the legl | ho oer 
entity of Mid-State Reclamation District, thus evidencing their faith sedvatt 
in the plan and the need for the project. = ; 
whose | 
(3) The threatening decline of the underground water table con-| o¢ ther 
tinues to be evident, as witnesses at this hearing will show. Ther | jegislat 
is an increasing need for a supplemental water supply to recharge Mow 
and balance the heavy draft on the aquifer now servin 5,000 wells | ther | 
in the area, nny mn a 
(4) This project has been presented to our committee in each Con | decider 
gress since 1955. There were many problems all along the way. | jegislat 
Much has been talked over, negotiated, and much has been resolved | from t 
for a workable and feasible engineering plan. The people of my area} come t 


are expectantly looking to Congress for an early beginning of the} have h: 
Mid-State project. ‘ie 

I must confess that in the presentation of the Mid-State issue in| ect to 
these 2 years of the 86th Congress, I have experienced a quick baptism} and w 
in a general understanding of reclamation law, of the responsibilities | be Jost 
of this committee and Congress in the need for careful drafting of} more i 
legislation to insure the best utilization of our water resources through proper 
irrigation and reclamation programs.  approv 

The members will remember well the complexities of our main} Wh 
hearing last year and the number of difficult problems that were ex-| sistenc 
posed. A great amount of progress has been made, and I think it} tive, 
is best symbolized by a comparison of the detailed and involved) cial, e 
wording used in last year’s H.R. 3662, with the simplicity of HR. terior 
8985. . Yet, 

The wording of the latter bill is simple because it has as its back-| these | 
ground and reference point the code of reclamation law that has ben) is not : 
so carefully composed by past sessions of Congress. says if 

I urge the committee to stick to the established background of) legisla 
legislation for the Mid-State bill, rather than to throw into it co) fhe 
fusing legislative language that would set new policy and mark this amd th 
project as either specifically favored or specifically restricted and Interic 
thus different from other projects in the reclamation West. | progra 

In any event, however, we must keep in perspective the purpose of} These 
this proposed legislation—to achieve early authorization of this pry) It doe 
ect. I respect the wisdom of our legislative procedures and I offer) you ge 
these opinions simply for your consideration in approaching the} matter 
manner by which the final authorization will best be accomplished ments. 
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With that, Mr. Chairman, I think the foundation for this hearing 
jas been laid. ‘The need for the project is quite evident, growing 
increasingly more apparent over the years and, as the Member who 
is pressing for this legislation for his own area, and I think for the 
state of Nebraska, I intend to seek the earliest possible consideration 
of this measure, even In this session, even to the point of possibly 
trying to steal some executive session time to at least clear up some of 
the policy matters we have before us. I cannot end without express- 
ing my appreciation to the chairman, Mr. Aspinall, you, Mr. Rogers, 
and others of the committee who have been very helpful to me in my 
aborning experience on this committee. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Rosers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. Asprxaui. Mr. Chairman, I wish to take this time to commend 
the gentleman from Nebraska, Mr. McGinley, for his interest and his 
industry in this matter as well as our colleague, Mr. ¢ unningham, in 
yhose district the project does not lie, but in whose State it les. Both 
of them have been very industrious in their efforts to advance this 

gislation. 
Soe it is no fault of the Members of Congress from Nebraska in 
either House that we are not further along with this project than we 
are at the present time. When the different approach was finally 
decided upon, we asked immediately for departmental reports. The 
legislation was introduced in August of last year and the reports 
from the Department of Interior and Bureau of the Budget did not 
come to us until April this year, and we have had other matters which 
have had priority of attention. 

I do not wish the people at home who are so interested in this proj- 
ect to get their hopes too high. We are nearing the end of the session 
and we have a limited amount of time. These kind of projects can 
be lost by just a little failure of proper timing. It would be far 
more important to you folks in Nebraska if you came up with the 
proper timing, something like San Luis did yesterday, and received 
approval next year than to have your bill defeated this year. 

What troubles this committee is that there seems to be a lack of con- 
sistency downtown between agencies under the direction of the Execu- 
tive. The Bureau of the Budget is the President’s right arm in finan- 
tial, economic, and many other matters, and the Secretary of the In- 
terior is his Cabinet official. 

Yet, in this, as in most similar bills, on which we are going to hold 
these hearings for the purpose of bringing them up to date, there 
Snot any common meeting ground. The Department of the Interior 
sys if it is done this way it is a good project and they favor the 
legislation. 

fhe Bureau of the Budget says if this will be considered this way, 
md they change the rules entirely from what the Department of the 
Interior brings up before us so it. will be in line with the President’s 
program. Then it is in accordance with the President’s program. 
These are difficult situations when we get to the floor of the House. 
It does not make very much difference in the other body, but when 
you get to the floor of the House, where you have to handle these 
matters on an entirely different basis, where we have the depart- 
nents downtown disagreeing, then we have trouble. 
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That is all I wish to say, Mr. Chairman. I thank my colleague fop 
his fine presentation. He has a very fine statement. 

_ Mr. Rocers. Mr. McGinley, do you have some letters you want ty 
insert in the record ? 

Mr. McGrntey. I have letters to insert in the record at the Proper 
place, according to your judgment, which I will submit. 

Mr. Rocers. If you will submit them to the Chair, if they are jy 
order, they will be included in the record following the testimony this 
morning. 

Mr. McGinty. I have letters to submit here from the Governors of 
the various interested States in our area of the country which wer 
requested by the board of directors of the Mid-State Reclamation Dig. 
trict merely for the purpose of having those people reaffirm their po. 
tion now that we are under a Federal project approach. These letters 
are from the State of Colorado, the Governors in each case, the Stata 
of Iowa, the State of Kansas, the State of Minnesota, the State of 
Missouri, the State of Montana, the State of Nebraska, the State of 
North Dakota, the State of South Dakota, the State of Wyoming, 

[ would say further that they all appear to be favorable and re. 
affirm their previous position with the special attention to the letter 
from the Governor of North Dakota, who qualifies his position by say. 
ing he does not like to see any further addition take precedence over 
the Garrison project. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Ullman? 

Mr. Utiman. Mr. Chairman, I just want to commend the gentle. 
man from Nebraska, Mr. McGinley, not just for his diligence but for 
his good judgment in getting before this committee a project that] 
feel is on the right track. 

Even though it may not be possible to get the project this year, at 
least, we are on the right road and I feel sure and I hope that it would 
not be too long before we do have this project authorized. 

Mr. McGrntey. Thank you, Mr. Ullman. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair will now recognize the first witness. 

Mr. MoGinury. Mr. Chairman, I did not formally introduce the 
letters from the interested official groups of the State of Nebraska, 

Mr. Rocers. Do you wish those introduced ? 

Mr. McGrintey. Yes. 

Mr. Rocers. Those that are in order will be included in the record. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 

STATE OF KANSAS, EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Topeka, April 1}, 1960, 
Mr. ArtHurR C. JOHNSON, 


President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

Dear Mr. JonHNsoN: I am pleased to reaffirm my opinion as to your project 
and, in doing so, will repeat the statement which was made in April 1959. “Up 
on review of the supplemental report of the Nebraska Mid-State project dated 
May 19, 1959, I feel that the project as proposed therein is satisfactory.” 

Sincerely, 
GEORGE DOCKING, Govern. 
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STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
St. Paul, Minn., April 18, 1960. 
agp OF DIRECTORS, th 
S ibe Mid-State Reclamation District, 
grand Island, Nebr. 


GgNTLEMEN : On May 21, 1958, this office wrote a letter, addressed to Secretary 
of the Interior, Fred A Seaton, endorsing the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
pistriet project. cna : 

On March 11, 1959, this office informed the board of directors that the informa- 
‘jon afforded us relating to the proposed legislation does not change our original 
position and that we supported the proposed reclamation development in the 
ynended form of presentation. ; 

Your letter of March 23, 1960, has been reviewed and we note that the present 
ii] seeks to have the project constructed as an integral part of the current 
yissouri River development. We note further that under the proposed legisla- 
tion no change in the previous plan is contemplated. 

We, accordingly, reaffirm our support of your proposed reclamation project. 

Sincerely, 
ORVILLE L. FREEMAN, Governor. 


STATE oF MIssouRI, 
EXXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Jefferson City, Mo., May 5, 1960. 
Mr. AntHUR C. JOHNSON, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


Deak Mr. JoHNSON: Your letter of March 23, 1960, and your second request 
of April 29, 1960, asking for my comments on H.R. 8985 and 8. 2640 is acknowl- 
edged. 

Pager water resource development in the Missouri River Basin where the 
project is definitely in the national interest, and when the project is justified on 
its own merits. Also, it would seem essential that no project should be under- 
taken until there is a wide, actual need for it soundly established, or until the 
wre term of future benefits can be estimated. 

Should the Congress determine that there is actual need and the project is in 
the national interest, it does not appear the effects would be adverse to Missouri. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES T. BLarr, Jr., Governor. 


STATE OF MONTANA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Helena, April 4, 1960. 
BoaRD OF DIRECTORS, 
Yebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, Grand Island, Nebr. 


GENTLEMEN : This will acknowledge receipt of a letter from Arthur C. John- 
wn, president of Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, dated March 23, 
10, in regard to Federal legislation (H.R. 8985) now pending in the Congress 
which pertains to the district. 

When you were attempting to construct the project under a loan and grant 
ftom the Federal Government, I wrote you a letter, dated March 30, 1959, say- 
ing that Montana had no objections to the development of the project. As I 
uderstand, the project at that time was to be built by a private engineering 
im. Under H.R. 8985 it is now proposed to have the project included as a part 
{the Missouri River Basin project. 

As I said before, this project will not require the use of water that originates 
vithin Montana, nor will any use of water in Montana affect the project. The 
moposed development appears to be a very worthy undertaking, and I, as Gov- 


, mor of the State of Montana, have no objections whatsoever to offer to either 


te construction of the project or to the passage of H.R. 8985. 
Very truly yours, 
J. Hugo ARONSON, Governor. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
Lincoln, April 11, 1960. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, House of Representatiy 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ASPINALL: I am pleased to have this opportunity to pre. 
sent to you and your honorable committee a statement in favor of H.R. 8985, 
The legislation proposed in H.R. 8985, which was introduced by Congressman 
Donald F. MeGinley, Fourth District, Nebraska, would authorize the construe. 
tion of the Mid-State project in central Nebraska as a unit of the Missouri 
Basin project. 

As you are well aware, bills providing for the authorizing of the Mid-State 


8, 


project to be constructed by the local district with Federal funds haye been | 


before your committee for several years. Last year I urged your committee 
to support the Mid-State bill which was before you at that time. Our legisla. 


ture, which was in session at the time of the 1959 Mid-State hearings, adopted | 


by unanimous vote a resolution urging your favorable action on the Mid-State 
bill. 

It is my understanding that the U.S. Department of the Interior is cooperating 
with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District pursuant to the July 1959 


request of the district that the Mid-State project be made an integral unit of the | 


Missouri Basin project and that the Secretary of the Interior undertake its 
construction as a Federal project. 

As the records of hearings before your committee on previous Mid-State bills 
will show, the people of the Mid-State area have demonstrated the need for g 
project of this kind by forming themselves into a district under the laws of 
Nebraska. In 1948 they voted by a 2:1 majority to make a mill levy to provide 
funds for investigations and surveys to develop a project plan. In 1957 at g 
special election they voted by a majority of more than 5:1 to continue the dis 
trict. Since 1943, more than $1 million of local funds have been spent by the 
district in developing project plans and in other development activities. 

The Mid-State project proposals conform to the laws of Nebraska and do not 
conflict with nor foreclose the development of other areas in Nebraska or else 
where in the Missouri River Basin. 

As Governor of Nebraska, I continue to support the Nebraska Mid-State proj- 
ect and I urge that your committee act favorably on H.R. S985 which authorizes 
its construction as a unit of the Missouri Basin project. 

Sincerely, 
RAtPH G. Brooks, Governor. 


STATE OF NoRTH DAKOTA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Bismarck, April 23, 1960. 
Mr. ARTHUR C. JOHNSON, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, Grand Island, Nebr. 
Dear Mr. JoHNSON: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 23, 
1960, pertaining to the mid-State reclamation project. In view of the fact that 
you now desire to have this project integrated physically and financially with 
other Federal works authorized to be constructed under the plans approved by 


—_————_————— — 


. enc i } 
section 9 of the act of December 22, 1944, it is necessary for me to amend my 


previous endorsement of the project. 

As you are aware, the State of North Dakota has endeavored for the past 70 
years to obtain the construction of a project which would divert water from 
the Missouri River into central North Dakota for irrigation and other benefits. 
This project was authorized under the Flood Control Act of 1944. It is now 
known as the Garrison diversion unit and has been determined to be a feasible 
project with a satisfactory benefit-to-cost ratio. The Department of Interior 
believes that certain modifications are desirable before funds are appropriated for 


its construction, and appropriate legislative proposals are pending in Congress | 


As a consequence, I definitely feel that the Garrison diversion unit has a higher 
priority than any unit not authorized by the Flood Control Act of 1944. 
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I am much concerned over the lag that has occurred in the development of 
reclamation in the upper Missouri Sasin. You are, I am certain, aware of 
the fact that between 85 and 95 percent of the irrigation development that has 
taken place through the use of the “basin account” has taken place in the lower 
and central basin areas. We welcome this development, but in my opinion the 
upper basin should be receiving an equal consideration in view of the fact that 
the power which is used to pay for a considerable portion of the construction 
of the reclamation projects is generated in Montana, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota. These States have contributed the reservoir sites and are receiving 
the negative benefits. a ' ; 

So that you may better understand my position regarding the Garrison di- 
sersion unit, I will cite some of our contributions to the overall Missouri Basin 
project. A total of 548,000 acres of crop and pasture land was removed from 
our tax rolls for main stem reservoir purposes. This land once made up over 
700 farms and ranches. The loss of these farms and ranches has reduced the 
annual farm income in the State by almost $9 million. In addition, 1,250 citi- 
gens of towns and villages located within reservoir areas were uprooted from 
their homes and moved to other places. Add to this the displacement of ap- 
proximately 2.500 Indians who were well established in the reservoir areas, but 
who had to move to less desirable locations. The inundation of river bottom- 
jand has had an adverse effect on adjacent semiarid upland. Before Garrison 
and Oahe Dams existed, farmers and ranchers combined the rich bottomland 
with the upland range, pasture and crop land to establish economical units. Now 
that the more productive bottomland is gone, several hundred thousand acres of 
semiarid upland adjacent to the reservoir have been rendered practically worth- 
jess. Added to this loss of land for main stem reservoirs should be the annual 
joss of approximately 500 acres of irreplaceable Missouri River bottomland be- 
tween the Garrison and Oahe Reservoirs because of erosion that has increased 
greatly since Garrison Reservoir has been placed in operation. The Corps of 
Engineers has indicated that the erosion rate could easily increase to 1,000 acres 
annually as the releases of clear, silt-free water from Garrison Reservoir are 
increased. 

Garrison Dam, which is now virtually complete, is providing flood control, 
navigation and industrial water supply benefits to downstream areas. The 
mly significant benefit available from the Garrison project to North Dakota 
comes from the allocation equal to about 40 percent of the 400,000 kilowatt- 
generating capacity at the dam. By far the greater part of this capacity is 
being transmitted out of the State of North Dakota. 

I therefore recommend the approval of the mid-State reclamation project, 
Nebraska, with the reservation that it in no way prejudice or receive a higher 
priority than the Garrison diversion unit in any schedule of development of the 
Missouri Basin project. My State is desirous of maintaining its position of co- 
operation in the development of the entire basin. We are anxious to see the 
Missouri Basin develop into the most outstanding valley in the Nation, and we 
will continue our efforts in this direction. 

Sincerely yours, 


Joun E. Davis, Governor. 


SoutH Dakora, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Pierre, March 29, 1960. 
Mr. ARTHUR C. JOHNSON, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation Project, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


Deak Mr. JoHNSON: This will acknowledge your letter of March 26 concern- 
ing the multipurpose reclamation project on the Platte River in central Nebraska. 
The support for your mid-State project which I expressed in my letter of 


March 25, 1959, remains in force. I am pleased to support its authorization be- 
fore the Congress. 


Sincerely yours, 


RALPH HERSETH, Governor. 
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STATE OF WYOMING, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Cheyenne, May 2, 1969 
J. K. McKINNeEY, ; 
Secretary, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, Grand Island, Nebr. 
Deak Mr. MCKINNEY: We just today received a report from the State eng: 
neer concerning the Mid-State project, and I am pleased to advise that Wyom} 
does not oppose the development of the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation Project 
The State engineer has advised me it is his opinion that the decision of your 
district to request the Congress and the Department of the Interior to integrate 
the project as a unit of the Missouri Basin project is a better and sounder ap. 
proach to the problem of securing its construction. 
Sincerely yours, 
J. J. “Jor” Hickey, Governor, 


STATE OF CoLoRapo, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS, 
Denver, May 5, 1960, 
Re Nebraska Mid-State project. 


BOARD OF DIRECTORS, 
Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, Grand Island, Nebr. 


GENTLEMEN: Pursuant to your request, the appropriate agencies of the State 
of Colorado have reviewed H.R. 8985, 1st session, 86th Congress, which provides 
for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basip 
project. The detailed plans for the Mid-State project were previously gy. 
mitted to this State for review and we concurred in the desirability for con- 
atruction of the project according to the plans submitted to us. 

The State of Colorado has no objection to the Nebraska Mid-State unit being 
included as an integral part of the Missouri River Basin project. As a matter 
of fact, we believe that the intent as expressed in H.R. 8985 is more desirable 
than previous project legislation which we have reviewed. We have heretofore 
concurred in the desirability of constructing the Nebraska Mid-State unit and 
we are therefore in full accordance with the legislation reviewed by us as 
contained in H.R. 8985. 

You are at liberty to transmit the information contained herein to the Se 
retary of the Interior or any other appropriate agency of the Federal 
Government. 

Sincerely yours, 
Steve McNIcHOLs, Governor, 


STATE OF Iowa, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Des Moines, April 7, 1969. 
Mr. ARTHUR C. JOHNSON, 
President, Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 


DeAR Mr. JOHNSON: Kindly forgive my delay in replying to your letter of 
March 23 relative to the proposed Nebraska Midwest project. 

Since it appears that there has been no change in the overall plan or purpose 
of the project, the comments we submitted last year would still apply. We 
would further suggest that— 

(1) The Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District be advised that due to the 
plan of the project and its location, that it will have no material effect upon the 
water resources of the State of Iowa and in view of this information, the State 
of Iowa does not make any objection to the project ; 

(2) The project be coordinated with other projects in the Missouri River 
Basin and should be referred to the Missouri River States Committee and the 
Missouri Basin Interagency Committee for their consideration. 

I trust that the foregoing will suffice to make our position in this matter clear. 

With best wishes and kind personal regards, I am 

Cordially, 
HERSCHEL C. LovELEss, Governor. 
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STATE OF NEBRASKA, 
GAME, FORESTATION, AND PARKS COMMISSION, 
Lincoln, May 10, 1960. 
(CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS, INTERIOR COM MITTEE, 
78. House of Representatives, 


ngi- | washington, D.C. 

ing GENTLEMEN : The purpose of this letter is to reaffirm and emphasize the state- 

ect, | nent made by the undersigned in behalf of the Mid-State project to the House 

our | subcommittee on Irrigation and Reclamation of the 86th Congress on April 28, 

"ate 59. This statement appears on pages 127 and 128 of the printed report of 

ap the hearings held on H.R. 973, 3662, and 5073 of the 86th Congress, 1st session. 
Since that statement was made the significance of the Mid-State project in 
the area of outdoor recreation for the touring American, as well as the Nebraska 

dtizen, has increased very substantially. The Platte River Valley has high 
| potential for development in this field, and plans are now well underway by this 
| gency to prosecute such development concurrently with the construction of 

interstate Highway 50. 

. Insofar as Outdoor recreation and wildlife management are concerned, there- 

fore, the Mid-State project is the most important Federal development presently 

| proposed or envisioned in the State of Nebraska. We endorse it, and we urge 
| ur favorable consideration of H.R. SOS5 and/or S. 2640. 

‘tate | Yours very truly, 

rides | M. O. STEEN, Director. 

asin | oe 

con | XEARNEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, INC., 


Acarney, Nebr., May 6, 1960. 

eing | House INTERIOR A ND INSULAR AFFAIRS COM MITTEE, 
atter | (ongress of the United States, 
rable Washington, D.C. 
ofore | GenTLEMEN: On April 29, 1959, we urged your favorable consideration and 
tand | tasty passage of H.R. 3662, a bill to provide for Federal cooperation with the 
us a8 | Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in the construction of the Nebraska 

Vid-State project. 
» See | It is our understanding that H.R. 8985 provides for the inclusion of the 
dderal | Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri Basin project 

The Kearney Chamber of Commerce wishes to reaffirm its endorsement and 

support of the Nebraska Mid-State project. We respectfully solicit your favor- 
nor. {able consideration and urge immediate legislative action so this area may have 

ithe benefits of the project in ground water level stabilization before a critical 
stuation becomes calamitous. 

Respectfully, 


960. Ron Cope, President. 
P.S—Our above comments also apply to S. 2640. 
‘ter of 
Ciry OF KEARNEY, NEBR., 
urpose OFFICE OF CITY MANAGER, 
» We Kearney, Nebr., May 6, 1960. 


Mr, WaLreR RocErs, 
to the | ‘committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, House of Representatives, Commit- 
yon the tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, Washington, D.C. 
e State | Honorabte Str: On April 28, 1959, at your committee hearing on H.R. 3662, I 
male a statement for the city of Kearney, Nebr.. in support of that legislation, 
River Pwwiding for Federal cooperation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
ind the District in the construction of the Nebraska Mid-State project. 
It is our understanding that H.R. S985, under consideration, provides for inte- 
r clear. Srition of the Nebraska Mid-State unit with the other Federal works in the 
(Missouri River Basin, 
The tity of Kearney hereby reaffirms its endorsement of the Nebraska Wid- 
mor, lite project and urges your favorable consideration of H.R. 8985 at the eastiest 
Dxsible date. 
Respectfully, 


- Ray E. Lunpy, City Manager. 
*S.—Our above comments also apply S. 2640. 


S5945— GO— nt. 2 
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MAY 9, 196 
CHAIRMEN AND MEMBERS, 
Interior Committees of the House of Representatives and the Senate, 
Washington D.C.: 

This letter is written to reaffirm, on behalf of the city of Grand Island, the 
statement of C. W. Burdick, commissioner of public utilities for the city of 
Grand Island, presented in April 1959 before the House of Representativag Sub. 
committee on Irrigation and Reclamation, Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, Washington, D.C., in connection with Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation 
District. 


C. W. Burp K, 
Commissioner Of Public Utilities 


CHAMBER OF COMMEKCI 
Grand Island, Nebr., Way 10, 1960 
Chairman and Members of the Senate Interior Committee: 

The Grand Island Chamber of Commerce wishes to reatlirm its statement of 
1959 in which it supported the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project. This 
realization of this project will create a vital force in the future economy of | 
central Nebraska. Taal 

We solicit your careful consideration of t 
project. 

Sincerely yours, 


his important resource development 


WAYNE R. Morais, President 


GRAND ISLAND INDUSTRIAL FOUNDATION, Ine., 
Grand island, Nebr., May 10, 1960, 
Chairman and Members of the House Interior Committee: 

The Grand Island Industrial Foundation reaffirms its 1959 statement 
endorsement of the Nebraska Mid-State reclamation project. This project has 
been of prime importance to the industrial foundation since the organization of 
our group. 

Mid-State offers stabilization of the economy of central Nebraska, and we 
respectfully solicit favorable action by your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. E. Ray, President. 


CENTRAL CITY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Central City, Nebr., May 11, 1969 


CYIAIRMEN AND MEMBERS OF THE INTERIOR COM MITTER, 
House of Representatives and Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : I appreciate the opportunity to reaffirm the statement of Donal 
R. Sampson, my predecessor as president of the Central City Chamber of Com 
merce, which statement was introduced at the 1959 hearings. 

In this statement the position of the Central City Chamber of Commerce as! 
firm supporter of the Mid-State project was outlined. The recent flooding i! 
Merrick County demonstrates more vividly than ever the necessity for promp 
implementation of this program. A plan for controlling these floods putting th 
diverted waters to use for agriculture will be of immeasurable value to the aret 

Our organization, consisting of business and professional men and farmen 
strongly urges adoption of the Mid-State project. 

Respectfully yours, 
WAYNE L. Larson, President. 
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CONSUMERS PUBLIC POWER DISTRICT, 
Columbus, Nebr., May 10, 1960. 

Subject : Nebraska Mid-State project. 

IN AN [EMBERS 

‘qAIRMEN AND © . . | | | 

one r Committees of the House of Representatives and the Senate, 
perv j ' | ; 

Washington, D.C. | , : | | 
GENTLEMEN: The Consumers Public Power District, serving the electrical 
‘ of approximately 550 cities, towns, and villages in Nebraska, has closely 

i | : : i i _ | . e 

followed the developmental work in connection with the Mid-State project in 

mivy i 


Jebraska. wah - ne 
Wye are fully aware of the substantial improvement to the economy of the 
rea and the State which this project will achieve. Also, as the power produc- 
area and th . 


; syhases of th project develop, there should be no serious problem in viaieat 
tine the hydroelectric power produced, as Nebraska faces a constantly increas- 
ing demand for electric power. . , " ? 
[urge the committees’ favorable consideration of the project. 
Very truly yours, 


R. L. ScnacHtr, General Manager. 


NEBRASKA PUBLIC POWER SYSTEM, 
Columbus, Nebr., May 12, 1960. 
Subject : H.R. 8985, Mid-State project, Nebraska. 
The CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN: We are advised that this bill relating to the Mid-State project 
of the Nebraska Silid-State Reclamation District at Grand Island, Nebr., is now 
before your cominittee. 

We understand that it is now proposed that this project be undertaken as a 
Federal project and that it is to be integrated both physically and financially 
asa unit of the Missouri Basin project. We understand further that the physical 
plan of the project works and its operation remains unchanged and is still 
basically in accordance with the Mid-State project report of April 195s. 

We have followed the Mid-State project proposal for a number of years and 
have studied the various reports relating to it. We continue to be favorably 
impressed by the inherent value of this project for the conservation and bene- 
ficial use of the water resources of the State of Nebraska. 

We solicit your favorable consideration of the necessary legislation which 
will permit completion of this project at an early date. 

Respectfully yours, 


D. J. DeBoer, Lvecutive Director. 


Loup River Pusrtic Power District. 


Columbus, Nebr., Vay 16, 1960. 
CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS, 


Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: For several years the board of directors of Loup River Publie 
Power District and its staff have followed with much interest the progress that 
has been made in the development of a multipurpose reclamation project in 
the Mid-State area in central Nebraska. We are advised the physical plan of 
the Mid-State project works and its operation remain unchanged from the 
Mid-State project report of April 1958, and that this report continues to be the 
basic report for proposed legislation on which hearings are to be held before your 
committee May 19, 1960. 
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The Loup District having been in the wholesale power business in Nebraska 
for more than 22 years fully understands the problem of keeping ahead of the 
power supply requirements of an area. With the continuing increase jp the 
use of electricity there should be no problem in developing a market for the 
hydroelectric power to be produced by the Mid-State project at such time as it 
comes into the picture. 

We are hopeful that the current Mid-State legislation proposed by H.R. ROR 
will receive favorable approval at this session of Congress for certainly central 
Nebraska needs the benefits that can be achieved through the development of 
this project. 

Respectfully yours, 
Con KEATING, Preside nt, 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STateEs, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., July 10, 1959. 
Mr. VERNON RICE, 
President, Mid-State Reclamation District, 
Grand Island, Nebr. 

DrAR Mr. Rice: As the sponsor of H.R. 5662, a bill to provide for Federal} eo. 
operation with the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District in the construction 
of the Mid-State project, I subinit this report to you and your board of directors 
outlining my views on the present status of the proposed legislation, 

The committee hearings before the House Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation are considered as ended. In the course of the hearings the cop. 
mittee has had quite a full opportunity to inquire into the im»lications, insofar as 
Federal reclamation law is concerned, avising from the authorization of the 
Federal-local cooperation method of financing this project A number of points 
have arisen which I consider to be almost impassable roadblocks in favorable 
consideration of the measure by the commmittee and the House of Representa. 
tives. I will mention a few of the biggest points of difficuty. 

1. Payment period.—H.R. 2662 prescribes a 60-year repayment period for the 
reimbursable portions of the proposed Federal loan upon the theory that in 
this way the Mid-State District and its irrigators could more nearly accomplish 
a 100 percent repayment of construction costs allocated to irrigation. It is true 
that the length of repayment periods in effect on various federally financed proj: 
ects indicates an irregular pattern. Some of this irregularity develops from ex. 
tensions of repayment periods beyond the time originally adopted. However, 
there is a disinclination on the part of the committee and the administrative 
agencies to allow differences in time for such repayment. The standard term 
that is referred to is a 40-year repayment period plus a 10-year development 
period. Based upon your project report's estimate of the irrigators’ payment 
ability, the shortening of our repayment period to a time of 40 to 50 years would 
correspondingly reduce the proportion of irrigation costs that would be repaid 
from your local district. This, in turn, would necessitate a larger proportion 
of the irrigation costs that would have to be repaid from some other source, 
such as the Missouri Basin power fund. 

2. Sharing of Missouri Basin power revenues.—There has been serious ques 
tions of and some objections to the right of Mid-State. as a non-Federal agency, 
to participate in the basin power pool for partial repayment of irrigation con- 
struction costs. The question persists in spite of what I consider to be logical 
arguments on the part of the Bureau of Reclamation that this project can 
rightfully ask for such sharing. The project is within the scope of the original 
Missouri River Basin water use development and has been developed thus far 
through local financing in lieu of a specific plan proposed by the Bureau of 
Reclamation. If there is question as to Mid-State’s right to use MRB funds 
even fragmentarily for cost reimbursement or insurance for local cost reim- 
bursement, the problem is magnified each time an allocation formmila is re 
shuffied to the point of drawing upon a bigger amount of MRB revenues for the 
above stated purposes. 

3. Flood control allocation.—Since the Corps of Army Engineers has taken 
the position that they cannot comment upon the project plan in any other way 
than as a non-Federal project and for the single-purpose features of flood 
control, Mid-State suffers from application of the principle of local cost shar 
ing for a sizable portion of the costs allocated to flood control benefits. The 
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ub sum of local cost sharing imposed would vary according to what alloca- 


- procedure the committee would apply, but in considering a number of “ifs” 
the amount could run anywhere from $5,600,000 to $15,800,000. The uncertainty 
« 


ig heightened by not knowing whether a “loan” for the local flood control con- 
tribution would be interest bearing. Also, as a non-F ederal project, objection 
has been made by the Bureau of Reclamation to the possibility of MRB revenues 
peing used to repay flood control costs. te ai 

4, Fish and wildlife allocation.—Be cause of the promising usage of the rec- 

ational features of the Mid-State project, the Fish and Wildlife Service of the 
Department of Interior has calculated benefits which result in an allocation of 14 
percent of the total cost of construction toa nonreimbursable loan for fish and 
wildlife development. — Regardless of the justification of future use for these 
purposes Or the validity of the formula used by the agency for determining 
benefits, the percentage on Mid-State is much larger than has ever been recog- 
nized in other multipurpose reclamation projects in the United States. It is my 
opinion that this allocation has not been favorably received by member of the 
committee; and, subject to further guidance from the agency, I would expect the 
committee to reduce this allocation arbitrarily. As a result, there is the likeli- 
hood of less allocation to nonreimbursable portions of the lown, and an increase 
in the reimbursable irrigation loan. Here is another need for reliance on aux- 
iliary revenue, such as MRB funds, and adds impetus to the MRB question ex- 
plained heretofore in paragraph No. a ; 

5. Ultimate ownership of the project’s principal system.—It is customary for 
the Federal Government, in orthodox reclamation projects, to retain ownership 
of the main system at the end of the repayment period as a method to assure 
the continual flowing of intended benefits. This question may not be serious to 
overcome, either by way of argument or by concession to the standard rule by 
the Mid-State istrict. However, it is felt by some that it breaks precedent 
dangerously, particularly from the standpoint of ultimate development by Mid- 
State of commerical power. The division of commercial power revenues between 
Mid-State and the Government is also one of the problems that has been un- 
resolved thus far in cummittee consideration. 

6. Partnership principlc.—Ever since the endorsement by the spokesmen of 
this administration of a “partnership policy’ for development of reclamation 
and power projects, the Mid-State board has received encouragement that their 
cooperation plan would be, as proposed, a sound, sensible method of planning 
and financing. 

Except for the principle embodied in the Small Projects Act, this approach 
has not been successfully applied. 

Senator Carl Curtis and I have had one informal conference with the Deputy 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget on the general aspects of the Mid- 
State project and another planned for this coming week. We have attempted 
to present the nature and details of the Mid-State plan to the Bureau of the 
Budget. We thought that this agency might, with a better concept of the plan, 
fit it into the partnership principle which has been advocated by this administra- 
tion. 

However, it is my impression now that the Bureau of the Budget will not be 
inclined to view Mid-State as a true “partnership” project. This partnership 
concept apparently applies when there is a larger percentage of local capital 
contribution, or in the case of a private utility using the federally financed 
capital structure for sale and distribution of electric power by that utility. 
Suffice it to say that, except for the fine cooperation we have received from the 
Department of Interior, there is no indication of the so-called partnership policy 
being advocated by the administration for a project such as Mid-State. 

Instead, there seems to be more of a desire on the part of the Bureau of the 
Budget for Mid-State to concur closely to the historic and prior-precedent yard- 
sticks of the Bureau of Reclamation than to try to fit it into a new eategory, 
although it would appear to have many aspects of the general picture we have 
had of the partnership idea. 

From our previous conferences together, I am sure that we have been in 
agreement as to the necessity of making a Mid-State bill conform to general 
reclamation law to the extent that we could find acceptance of the individual 
features of the project and without seriously endangering estabilshed precedents 
and policies. Likewise, as a sponsor of the Mid-State bill, I have had no desire 
to see the Mid-State legislation used for implementation of policies by law which 
heretofore have been mere administrative suggestions. It is, therefore, very 
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difficult to write legislation for the Mid-State project which will meet the 
objections that have been raised. As a non-Federal project, it is the consengy, 
of opinion that general reclamation law will not be applicable, and this makeg 
it necessary to “write into” the bill some of the basic features of the reclamatiog 
law. 

Your board has informed me recently of some of the concessions the district 
is willing to make by amendments to the bill, in order to comply as above 
explained. Realistically, the Mid-State proposal is a true multipurpose project: 
its planning and development have not been dissimilar from that in yse fe 
the standard reclamation project: its engineering design has been generally 
approved by the appropriate Federal agencies and the benefits agree upon 
Place the Mid-State project alongside any other Federal reclamation project 
and you will find basically only a difference in labels. One is “Federal” and the 
other is “non-Federal.” In recent conference discussion here, the Mid-State 
project has even been referred to as a “private” project. The point I am making 
is that the nominal difference between Mid-State and a Federal reclamation 
project has developed to be the key to many of the difficulties encountered jy 
progressing toward congressional authorization of this project. 

An explanation of this nominal difference can be made from the history of the 
project’s development. The original Bureau of Reclamation plan was not feas. 
ible because of the inflexibility of the diversion laws of the State. When that 
obstacle became apparent there was a withdrawal of the Bureau of Reclamation 
in making an alternative proposal for the Platte Valley watershed. Coincidenta| 
at this time the Mid-State Reclamation District effectively organized and de 
veloped its own single-watershed plan. A laudable local enthusiasm grew for 
proceeding with the Meyer-planned project for stabilization of the underground 
water supply. The advance of several years, with constant refinement of the 
engineering design, but with rising construction costs, and inability to secure 
power rate commitments so far in advance, have posed increasing difficulty for 
the Mid-State District to finance the project in accordance with the original 
idea. 

Much progress has been made in recent years in consultation and cooperation 
with the Federal agencies. In the recent hearings the Commissioner of Reclama. 
tion admitted that the Bureau and the district have worked together so closely 
on the plan that if the Bureau were to build the project, it would, in all proba. 
bility, not plan it differently than has been proposed by Mid-State. 

It is my personal belief that a point has now been reached where Mid-State 
must decide whether to pursue the objective along the lines now set forth in 
the instant legislation, or whether to seek acceptance of the project by the 
Bureau of Reclamation for its own sponsorship as a part of the Missouri River 
Basin development. For the reasons set forth in this letter, it is my opinion 
that there is no assurance for early acceptance of the project by the Congress in 
its present non-Federal status. I have reason to believe that there would 
be a better chance for authorization if the Department of Interior could be 


prevailed upon to accept the project for its own sponsorship. This isa | 
question that should be seriously weighed and decided upon by the Mid-State | 


District itself through its constituted governing body. 

If, in the judgment of your board, it is considered desirable to proceed as 
suggested, I believe that a resolution to this effect would be in order. I would 
recommend that a statement containing your decision on the matter should be 
sent to the following: 

Hon. Fred Seaton, Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. Floyd Dominy, Commissioner of Reclamation. 

Hon. Wayne Aspinall, chairman of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

Hon. Walter Rogers, chairman of the Subcommittee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation. 

Hon. Carl Curtis, U.S. Senator. 

Sponsors of H.R. 3662 and H.R.5073, myself and the Honorable Glenn 
Cunningham, respectively. 

I would hope, of course, that if the Department of Interior is favorably dis 
posed toward this Federal approach, that there would be no appreciable delay 
in the forward progress of this legislation. It is not known to what extent 
either the Department or the Committee might insist upon additional planning 
reports by the Bureau of Reclamation in regard to the project. However, pre 
liminary inquiry on my part has indicated that there is a possibility of the 
Bureau being able to adjust itself to the request at an early date. 





There - 
action On 
to expedi : 

pren if 
guage of a 
concern OV 
provement 
next year 
continued ‘ 

Respectf 


Mr. Ri 
(‘ommiss 
Mr. De 
with you 
Mr. De 
ig on Mr 
morning 


from our 
Mr. Re 


sTATEM) 
TION, 
FREDE 
PAUL | 


Mr. D: 
which, 1: 
short, bt 
wanted « 

Mr. Ri 

Mr. D 
Departn 
Nebrask: 

We re 

It is t 
unit in t 
eration 2 
be under 
financial 
project. 

Our le 
H.R. 97: 
ing the 
pose pre 
Mid-Sta 
of June 
detail o1 
dated A 
ing engi 

Repre 
period o 
regardir 
cal plan 





t the 
CLS 
Lakeag 
ation 


Striet 
Above 
ject; 
© for 
Tally 
upon, 
ect, 
d the 
Sta te 
aking 
ation 
ad in 


f the 
feas. 
that 
ation 
ental 

l de. 

v for 

‘ound 

f the 

ctire 

y for 
ginal 


ation 
ama- 
( ely 


roba- 


State 
th in 
r the 
River 
inion 
SS in 
rould 
d be 


is a | 


State 
d as 


rould 
ld be 


lenn 


- dis- 


lelay | 
ctent | 


ining 
pre- 
’ the 


MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 19 


There is further doubt as to the capability of the committee to take executive 
tion on the Mid-State bills yet in this session. I would do my best, however, 
a ite committee action at the earliest possible time. 
q pren if Mid-State is to change to a federally sponsored concept in the lan- 
mage of a bill, a good many hurdles are yet ahead. With the present national 
‘oncer® over Federal expenditures and some disfavor toward this type of im- 
rovemnent to agricultural areas, the task of securing legislative approval now or 
next year is definitely a major one. Nonetheless, you have my pledge for 
continued effort toward legislative authorization of the Mid-State project. 
Respectfully submitted. 

Donatp F. McGIn Ley. 

Mr. Rocers. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Floyd E. Dominy, 
Commissioner of Reclamation to testify. 

Mr. Dominy, ! understand you have Mr. Burnett and Mr. Harley 
with you. AAG , ‘ 

Mr. Dominy. Mr. Chairman, I have with me Mr. Fred Gugel, who 

; , : ; es ; 

ison Mr. Burnett’s staff. Mr. Burnett was otherwise occupied this 
morning and was not able to come with me. Also, Mr. Paul Harley 
from our area office in Grand Island, Nebr. _ 

Mr. Roger. You are recognized, Mr. Dominy. 


STATEMENT OF FLOYD E. DOMINY, COMMISSIONER OF RECLAMA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY 
FREDERICK W. GUGEL, PROJECT DEVELOPMENT DIVISION; AND 
PAUL L. HARLEY, AREA DEVELOPMENT ENGINEER 


Mr. Dominy. Mr. Chairman, I have the official departmental report 
which, if it pleases you, I would read into the record. It is fairly 
short, but I believe speaks directly to the element of the record you 
wanted emphasized. 

Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 

Mr. Domrny. This responds to your request for the views of this 
Department on H.R. 8985, a bill to provide for the inclusion of the 
Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin project. 

We recommend the enactment of this measure. 

It is the purpose of H.R. 8985 to include the Nebraska Mid-State 
wit in the Missouri River Basin project so that the construction, op- 
eration and maintenance of the proposed Mid-State development may 
he undertaken by this Department and be integrated, physically and 
fnancially, with the other Federal works of the Missouri River Basin 
project. 

Our legislative report to your committee dated April 24, 1959, on 
H.R. 973 and H.R. 3662, previous proposals in this Congress regard- 
ing the development, supported the construction of a multiple-pur- 
pose project to serve the lands within the boundaries of the Nebraska 
Mid-State Reclamation District. In that legislative report and that 
of June 19, 1958, on H.R. 10826, 85th Congress, we commented in 
detail on the physical plan described in the Mid-State project report, 
dated April 25, 1958, which was prepared for the district by consult- 
Ing engineers emploved by it. 

Representatives of this Department have had opportunity over a 
period of years to confer with the district and its consulting engineers 
regarding the project plan, and our general agreement upon the physi- 
cal plan of the project was confirmed by the testimony of the De- 
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partment’s witnesses in the hearing conducted by your COMMittes 
during the first session of the current Congress. 

Should the Congress enact legislation along the lines of ELR, ggg 
we would expect to contruct the unit substantially in accordance With 
the physical plan in the project report, except as detailed studies jp 
connection with the preparation of a definite plan report, which is to 
be undertaken after authorization, might indicate the desirability of 
making minor modifications in any of the project features. J 

There is attached as part of this legislative report a financial evalyg. 
tion statement on the Mid-State development as a proposed unit of 
the Missouri River Basin project. Within the limitations of the basic 
data available, the same criteria were used in the attached statement 
as those which are normally used by the Bureau of Reclamation jy 
the evaluation of the economic justification and financial feasibility 
of units of the Missouri River Basin project. 

You will note that the evaluation statement refers to a letter to your 
committee concerning methods used to evaluate fish and wildlife bene. 
fits and to determine the cost allocation as contained in the district's 
report of April 1958. In addition to that letter, which was dated 
September 2, 1959, the Department furnished to the committee a letter 
of November 10, 1959, giving further information on these benefits 
and indicating our approval of the evaluation methods used. 

Mr. Chairman, I think those letters should be made a part of the 
record in connection with the departmental statement, if it pleases 
you. 

Mr. Rocers. Is there objection / 

The Chair hears none, and the letters will be included. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., September 2, 1959, 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 


Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


DrearR Mr. ASPINALL: Your letter of June 24 inquires as to whether secre other Fed 


tarial approval has been given to the user-expenditure method presently being 


followed in evaluating fish and wildlife benefits, particularly with respect to | 


the proposed Mid-State Reclamation project, and whether that method has the 
general approval of other departments and agencies, including the Bureau of the 
3udget. 

There has been no specific secretarial approval of the user-expenditure ap 
proach, nor any other particular approach to estimating fish and wildlife bene 
fits. This general method, however, has been in use during the past 14 years. 
The estimates of fish and wildlife benefits derived by this method have been in- 
corporated in reports by the Bureau of Reclamation and, in lieu of having any 
better estimates, such reports have had the approval of this office for submission 
to the Bureau of the Budget and to the Congress. Similar estimates have also 


been incorporated in reports submitted by the Corps of Engineers. These re | 


ports have been the basis upon which the Congress has authorized construction 
of water resource development projects. 

In estimating or measuring all types of benefits from multiple-purpose water 
resource projects, the judgments of specialists in the respective fields have been 
relied upon. In every case, therefore, the estimates of dollar values represent 
the exercise of judgment. You may be assured that we are constantly trying 
to improve our techniques of benefits evaluation for fish and wildlife, as for 
other purposes, so that we may provide the Congress with the best possible 
information on this important aspect of water resource development. 
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We appreciate, of course, the concern of the committee as to the size of the 
proposed grant to the Mid-State Reclamation District on account of the im 
proved conditions for fishing and hunting and fish and wildlife conservation that 
would be provided by the Mid-State project. However, we wish to point out that 
the measure of fish and wildlife ben fits was determined by the Bureau of Sport 
Fisheries and Wildlife for this project in the same manner as for Federal projects 
and is considered to be conservative. 

[trust that this has clarified our position on the matters you raise. 

Sincerely yours, 
FreD A. SEATON, 
Secretary of the Interior. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., November 10, 1959. 
Hon. WAYNE N. ASPINALL, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. ASPINALL: We regret that our letter of September 2 appears not to 
have given the desired information regarding the user-expenditure approach to 
theestimation of benefits from fish and wildlife. 

My predecessors as Secretary since 1945 and I have approved the method used 
by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in evaluating fish and wildlife 
benefits by our approval and adoption of departmental reports containing esti- 
mates based on theft method. In evaluating the many technical procedures used 
within this Department in analyzing the desirability of the various water re- 
sources projects we utilize the opinion of experts trained and experienced in the 
specialized fields involved. In the measurement of benefits for all functions of 
water-resource projects, reliance must be placed on determinations by these 
experts and specialists in the fields of irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric 
power, navigation, fish and wildlife, and all other purposes served by water- 
resource projects. In every case, the dollar benefits represent the exercise of 
judgment. Cost allocations are then, of course, computed on the basis of the 
evaluated benefits. 

We are constantly trying to improve our techniques of benefit evaluation for 
all purposes so that we may provide the Congress with the best possible data on 
this important aspect of water-resources development. This is true of benefit 
evaluations for irrigation and hydroelectric power as well as for fish and wild- 
life conservation. At the present time, for example, we are seeking to develop 
better techniques for evaluating fish and wildlife benefits, in cooperation with 
other Federal members of the Interagency Committee on Water Resources. How- 
ever, we believe that the user-expenditure approach provides as valid a basis 
as any for estimates at the present time, and we plan to continue using it until 
an improved procedure is developed. It is true. however, that the Bureau of 
the Budget has recently questioned the acceptability of this method of evaluating 
fish and wildlife benefits but has not suggested an alternative. 

We consider the values attributed to sport fishing and hunting to represent 
in approximation of the net value of these sports to the participants and, as such, 
to be comparable to the net values assigned to other project functions. We be- 
lieve that the primary value of sport fishing and hunting consists of the satis- 
factions received by the individual participants in these sports and, to a great 
extent, is intangible in nature. Since fishing and hunting privileges and prod- 
wets generally are not sold, the usual market prices are not available for deter- 
nining this value. Therefore, any value assigned to fishing or hunting must of 
necessity be an extra-market estimate. 

Under the user-expenditure approach, we employ expenditures by fishermen 
ind hunters for goods and services used in connection with these sports as a 
lasis for assigning a monetary value to the satisfactions received by the partici- 
pants. In effect, we are assuming that the public benefits from fishing and hunt- 
ig represent an amount equal to the expenditures of the sportsmen participants. 

In connection with the midstate reclamation project, annual sport-fishing hene- 
fits of $309,600 and wildlife benefits of $70,900 were assigned on the basis of the 
wer-expenditure approach. The fishery benefits were based on a user-expendi- 
lire figure of $2.28 per day, which is quite conservative when compared to an 
ierage expenditure by fishermen throughout the Nation of $4.21 per day in 1955. 

55945—60—-pt. 2 4 
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Moreover, the $2.28 figure falls clearly within the fees actually being charged 
for fishing privileges by private operators on private waters. The wildlife bene 
fits were computed on the basis of an equally conservative unit value. 

The relatively high fishery benefits assigned to the midstate project were hot 
due to a high user-expenditure value but rather to the exccssively heayy fisher. 
men use of the project reservoirs expected in this area where alternative fishing 
opportunities are scarce. Lake Texhoma, in Texas and Oklahoma, represents 
a situation of this type where the Corps of Engineers estimates total recreational 
use at over 7 million man-days annually. A sport-fishing catch at Texhoma of 
3 million pounds a year suggests that fishing represents a substantial portion of 
this recreational use. The midstate project reservoirs would help meet a compa- 
rable demand in eastern Nebraska where there presently are few good fishing 
waters. Consequently, the anuual 136,000 fisherman-day use assigned to the 
midstate reservoirs would appear to represent a reasonable expectation. 

The benefits to fish and wildlife on the Mid-State project were, of course, yt. 
lized together with all other benefits from the project, in arriving at the cost alo. 
eations. It is not possible for the benefits to fish and wildlife to be utilized py 
themselves in order to compute a cost allocation to that purpose. The essence of 
the cost-allocation procedure is to consider together all of the annual benefits tp 
all purposes and to relate them appropriately to total capital project costs jn or. 
der to derive cost allocations to each purpose. Consequently, it will be clear that 
there is nothing unique about the computation of the cost allocation to fish ang 
wildlife on the Mid-State project ; it was made by precisely the same method as the 
allocations to irrigation and flood control. 

I trust that this will clarify the position of the Department on this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep A. SEATON, 
Necretary of the Interior, 

Mr. Dominy. We also pointed out that the computation of the cost 

allocation to fish and wildlife was made by precisely the same method 


as the allocations to irrigation 


LULO} il t 1 and f] vod control. 

The evaluation statement is based upon a total cost estimate of $81. 
467.000 which corresponds to a rounded cost estimate of 5 1.500.000 
used in our previou report to 4 our committee ancl test mony of depart- 
mental witnesses. Water user payments and conserva cy district 
revenues will pay all operation, maintenance, and replacement costs 
Within » 40-year period, $30,763,800, or 59 percent, of the nearly $2 
million irrigation allocation will be repaid by the district. The balance 
of about $21.2 million would, in the event repayment. arrangements 
with the water users are not extended beyond the end of the 10-year 
contract period, be recovered from basinwide power revenues. 

As with all other irrigation units of the Missouri River Basin 
project, the repayment arrangements with the district will be re 
analyzed when the 40-year repayment contract period ends. 

As to the effect of authorization and construction of the Mid-State 
unit on Missouri River Basin project power revenues, we offer this 
information : 

The most recent economic analysis (December 1958) of the author- 
ized Missouri River Basin project indicates that surplus power reve- 
nues will be available in sufficient amounts to retire this additional ob- 
ligation. The study shows that the last power facility will be in oper- 
tion by the year 2000 and that the commercial power investment willbe 
paid out by the year 2022. Thereafter, some $32 million annually of 
net power revenues will be available to assist in the repayment of the | 
irrigation costs of all Missouri River Basin project. units. 

A supplemental study made more recently analyzed the repayment 
situation for the Missouri River Basin project, considering only those 
units already built, now under construction, or expected to be started 
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yithin the next 6 years. Under such a schedule the last powerplant 
gould be on the line in 1966 and the final irrigation block would be 
wmpleted by about the year 2010. The commercial power allocation 
yould be repaid in 2005, and sufficient funds would be available to 
wtire all costs, including that portion of the irrigation allocation to 
iereturned from power revenues, by 2047. Water user repayment on 
Jlirrigated land would be required, however, for at least 40 years. 

In commenting to your committee on April 28, 1959, with respect 
i HLR. 973, the Department of the Army recommended that a portion 
ofthe costs allocated to flood control be contributed by local interests. 
The attached statement treats the costs in accordance with existing 
aw and policy applicable to the Missouri River Basin project, but it 
so contains an alternative evaluation based upon partial reimburse- 
nent for local flood-protection works. This alternative evaluation, 
shich is consistent with the expression of views by the Secretary of 
the Army, is based on the assumption that the district’s share of such 
osts would be repaid con urrently with the irrigation construction 
repayment contract. If the committee should determine that there 
should be local sharing in the co 
priate amendatory language would have to be added to H.R. SOS). 


“The Bureau of the Budeet has advised that there would be no 


t 
| 


p 48 +> wanes . 
ot fiood yprotection Works appro- 


objection to the submission of this report to your committee. We are 
ttaching a Copy of that Bureau’s report to the Senate Committee on 
Public Works on S. 2640, a companion bill. Sincerely yours, signed, 
Fred A. Seaton, Secretary of the Interior. 

Now, I have another statement of my own that [ would like to read 
nto the record, Mr. Chairman, which would made some comment on 
ome of the points raised in the Budget Bureau letter. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Dominy, do you wish the Chair to include the at- 
tached copy of a letter from the Director of the Bureau of the Budget 
Mr. Maurice Stans ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir, that was submitted with our report, and 
hould be a part of the record, sir. 

Mr. Rogers. You want your statement on the matter to immediately 
follow the statement of Mr. Seaton ? 

Mr. Dominy. Or following the Department report with the attach- 
nents from the Bureau of the Budget. Then I have a statement I 
vould like to read into the record. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, the Bureau of the Budget report will 
then follow the statement just read by Mr. Dominy, over the signature 


5 


| of Fred A. Seaton, Secretary of the Interior. 


(The document referred to follows:) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., April 8, 1960, 
Hon. DenNIS CHAVEZ, 
(hairman, Committee on Public Works. 
US. Senate, Wash ington, D.C. 
My Deak Mr. CHarmmMaN: This is in reply to your letter of September 5, 1959, 
muesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on S. 2640, a bill to provide 


| for the inclusion of the Nebraska Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin 


‘ment | Moject. 


The bill would authorize the construction of the Nebraska Mid-State unit asa 
Federal reclamation project and would provide for its integration, both physically 
iid financially, with the Missouri River Basin project. lt is understood that the 
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unit would be constructed substantially in accordance with the physic 
described in a project report, dated April 25, 1958. This report was originally 
prepared by the Mid-State Reclamation District, Nebr., in support of legislation 
which would have authorized a combination of Federal loans and grants for the 
construction of a non-Federal project for irrigation, flood control, power, fish and 
wildlife, and recreation. However, local interests now seek to have the Project 
authorized as a unit of the Federal Missouri River Basin project. 

The Secretary of the Interior has indicated that the physical and operating 
plan for the Mid-State project as originally proposed is acceptable for a Federg| 
development. In addition, a financial evaluation statement has been prepared 
as a basis for evaluating the economic justification and financial feasibility of the 
project as a proposed unit of the Missouri River Basin project. The benefit-cost 
ratio in the financial evaluation statement based on a 50-year period of analysis 
is 1.14. 7 

The project is primarily an irrigation and flood-control development, hut will 
also provide recreation and fish and wildlife benefits. In recent years the ggy. 
cultural economy in this area has been closely tied to well irrigation, However 
studies indicate that the increasing number of well installations has made g 
heavy draft on the aquifer, causing a lowering of the ground-water levels, If 
his situation is allowed to become critical, extensive cutbacks in pumping may 
become necessary, resulting in a serious setback to the existing economy, The 
Mid-State project is designed to rectify this problem by replenishing and stabjjig. 
ing the ground water supply. The evaluation statement indicates that 59,009 
acres will be provided benefits either directly from supplemental water or fro 
the ground water recharge operation and that 44,000 acres now dry-farmed wil] 
be provided with a full irrigation water service. 

The financial evaluation statement of the Department of the Interior eg. 
templates a repayment contract extending over 40 years. Since not all of the 
irrigation allocation will have been repaid at the end of 40 years, we recom. 
mend that the irrigators and the reclamation district be required to make pay. 
ments, in accordance with their ability, toward the amortization of the nop. 
interest-bearing irrigation investment for a period of 50 years. Based on the 
proposals made by the Mid-State Reclamation District in their original report 
on this project. we believe that the local people will be willing to assume this 
responsibility. 

It is noted that, although the additional cost required for fish and wildlife 
facilities is cn!y $2 million, almest $11 million or 13 percent of the total project 
cost has been allocated to fish and wildlife. The Bureau of the Budget con- 
siders that only the additional project costs required for the fish and wildlife 
facilities should be allocated to this purpose. This is the method employed in 
the report for allocation of cost to recreation, and it is believed to be equally 
applicable to fish and wildlife costs. Accordingly, we recommend that a section? 
be added to the bill with the following language: 

“Sec. 2. Only the additional project costs required for fish and wildlife facilities 
shall be allocated to that purpose.” 

The project report indicates that four sites are suitable for future power de 
velopment. It is understood that S. 2640 would authorize the construction of 
these power features of the Mid-State unit. Only the Prairie Creek powerplant, 
however, which will provide power for irrigation pumping, is evaluated in the re 
port. We believe that the additional power features should not be authorized 


al Plan 


for construction until a report has been submitted to the Congress in accordance | 


with established procedures. Thus it is recommended that the following phrase 
be inserted before the period in line 1, page 2: “at a site situated below the 
Prairie Creek reservoir system”. 


that legislation be promptly enacted to establish a consistent basis for cost shar 
ing on projects which provide flood-protection benefits. Enactment of 8. 2060, 
now pending before the Senate Public Works Committee, would meet that objec: 
tive. In general, S. 2060 would require that non-Federal interests receiving flood 
control and flood-protection benefits bear at least 30 percent of the project col 


struction costs allocated to those purposes as well as all operation and mainte | 


nance costs assigned to those purposes. 

In commenting on previous legislative proposals for the Mid-State project, the 
Corps of Engineers pointed out that the costs of rights-of-way, highway-bridge 
alterations, and operation and maintenance for channel and floodway features of 
the project would be borne by local interests if it were considered as a Federal 
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The cos f rights-of-way : ighway relocations amounts to 
development. en p Hecee Fes) ~ esate in the alternate 
almost. +t flood control in the financial evaluation statement. We recommend 
analysis ill be amended to provide that local interests bear the cost of rights-of- 
tbat as Sebeeations and an additional amount of the flood-control costs, so that 
oa total contributions are equal to 30 percent of the construction cost allecated 
cen of the Budget would have no objection to enactment of this legisla- 
jation if amended as recommended above. 

Sincerely yours, 
Maurice H. Srans, Director. 

Mr. Rocers. You may proceed, Mr. Dominy, with your own 

‘ nt. 
= Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, I am pleased to have this opportunity 
fo recommend enactment of the pending bill to include the Nebraska 
Mid-State unit in the Missouri River Basin project. This is a pro- 

sal which fits logically into the Missouri River Basin project plan 
and will contribute much toward ultimate realization of the benefits 
that the project was designed to provide. ’ ' 

The provision of an assured water supply to the Platte River Basin 
in central Nebraska has long been recognized as a necessary adjunct 
tothe continued growth and prosperity of that area. Our report on 
the Missouri River Basin project, S.D. 191, 78th Congress, contem- 
plated service to the area included in the present project. That plan, 
however, was predicated in part upon the use of water imported from 
the Loup Rivers, which might have involved water right difficulties 
inherent in intervalley transfers of water in Nebraska. 

The Nebraska Mid-State unit plan does not involve such transfers, 
but provides for effective use of surface and ground waters available 
within the Platte River Valley. If in future years the need for addi- 
tional irrigation or more water for any purpose in the Mid-State 
area should become apparent, and if the existing impediments to 
transbasin transfers of water should be clarified favorably or removed, 
the project we are now considering could be expanded to utilize im- 
ported water comparatively easily and economically. 

The sponsors’ original intention was to build the Mid-State irriga- 

power project entirely with their own funds, but they found 


to finance. 


Therefore, they proposed that authorization be sought for Federal 
Government loans for those portions of the project cost which if it 
vere a Federal project would be reimbursable and grants for the 
tonreimbursable functions. 

Bills to provide for such Federal participation in the Nebraska 
Mid-State project were introduced beginning in 1953. After such 
bills had been considered by two Congresses, without enactment, the 
ponsors decided, since the proposed project plan embraces irrigation, 

control, power, recreation and fish and wildlife, all prime pur- 
poses recognized in the multipurpose Missouri River Basin project, 
toseek authorization of the plan as a unit of the Missouri River Basin 
project. 

In formulating the project plan, the district sought and received 
the advice of the Bureau of Reclamation on a number of technical 
matters, particularly on agricultural economics and economic 
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analysis. Because the Bureaw’s rough cost estimates were conside. 
ably higher than those of the district’s engineers, a firm of consulting 
engineers was employed to prepare an independent estimate and 4, 
consider other points in difference. All parties are now in agne 
ment on the cost estimates, within the limitations of normal] deviati 
in such estimates. 

The local sponsors have expended over $1 million of Moneys el. 
lected by general solicitation and ad valorem tax levies on distriq 
lands in investigating this project, writing the report, and bri Inging jt 
before the Congress. Most of the cooperative work of the Burean of 
Reclamation has been, and continues to be, financed by the distrie 
This is evidence of the outstanding local interest and active sponsor. 
ship of the project, and of itself vouches for the sincerity and goo 
faith of the sponsors. 

In the Department’s letter of April 20, 1960, to the chairman of this 
committee, we outlined the background of this proposed unit, recom. 


LO} 


mended the enactment of the proposed legislation, and presented a | 


evaluation statement by the Bureau of Reclamation appraising the 
plan under the criteria applied to the proposed units of the Missowr’ 
River Basin project. 

I do not propose to discuss at length the physical plan and economic 
justification for the Nebraska Mid-State unit. We covered those 
aspects thoroughly in testimony before this committee on previon 
bills in 1958 and 1959. Today, I would like to discuss some of the 
unusual aspects of the project. 

The plan involves the rescue of a highly developed and growing 
agricultural area and thriving munic ipalities from their dependence 
on a ground water aquifer w hich appears to have exceeded its pr actical 
limit of safe yield. It proposes to stabilize and replenish the ground 
waters and to expend the water use in the area by application of sur. 
face waters and the careful regulation of the ground water levels 
through a complex system of reservoirs, canals, laterals, district wells, 
drainage facilities, and floodways. 

This will not be easily accomplished, but it can be done through 
the integration of all facilities and with the cooperation of all con- 
cerned. One proble m area of the ope ‘ration will be the maintenance 
of desirable water levels and water quality in portions of the area by 
balancing surface water application and withdrawals from the aquifer 
through wells and drains. 

The available water is adequate to serve an irrigable area of 140,000 
acres of the approximately 363.000 acres deemed arable within the 
district boundaries. The specific tracts to be irrigated have not yet 
been determined, nor have the lands of the entire arable area been 
classified to Bureau of Reclamation standards. 

This lack of detailed land classification and definite delineation of 
specific lands for service in advance of project authorization is no! 
serious, however, for four reasons: (1) about 259,000 acres scattered 
throughout the district now irrigated from ground water pumping 
demonstrate the productivity of the land under irrigation, (2) recent 


soil surveys conducted by the Department of Agric ulture are available} 


) 


f | 
on most of the lands, (3) sample areas have been classified to Bureat 


standards and the ae extrapolated to provide data on the entire 
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area, ! and (4) letters of intent to irrigate from project works have 
heen received by the district encompassing 113,000 acres. 

Based on such data and on farm budget studies performed by the 
Bureau for the nearby North Loup division, average costs for dis- 
tribution systems, laterals, drains, and farm development were used 
for analysis. Spec ific costs for service to the lands ultimately se- 
lected for irrigation trom proje ‘TSW ork SW ill be « le termined whe a de- 
tailed studies are m1 dertaken before construction. At this time, also, 
more exact ‘Racres on Water user payment capa city, oper: ition and 
maintenance costs, and amortization capacity can be calculated. 

The multiple-purpose reservoirs, canals, and Bendiekes proposed 
would furnish a high decree of flood prot ‘tion to the district lands 
and to other areas in the Platte River Valley. The C ‘Orps of Engi- 
neers, Department of the Army, has cale ulated the benefits which 
would be realized from this degree of flood protection, and those 
henefits were used as the busis for the allocation of project costs to 
this purpose. cia’ Ai 

However, the Chief of Engineers, in his letter of June 16, 1958 
suggested that the degree of protec tio n afforded by such works is con- 
sider: ably greater than that normal] v provided for ag sicelealiieal areas, 
and may be Keneed the ee where the excess of be nelits over cost 


would be a maximum. 


r 


his matter will be considered in the course 
of detailed study of the unit afte rauthoriz: ition. 

The Bureau of the Bu vet, in clear ing the De ee Lent’s proposed 
legislative report on this bi ll, commented on four si gnificant policy 
questions : namely, (1) the length of the water users” repayment 
period, (2) the allocation of costs to fish and wildlife, (3) the inclu- 
sion of commercial power features in the authorization, and (4) loeal 
partic ipation in flood control costs. 

The Bureau of Reclamation would have no object ic m if your com- 
mittee sees fit to extend the repayment period from 40 to 50 years as 
the Bureau of the Budget recommended. The original proposal of 
the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District would have involved a 
60-year repayment period. All existing repayment contracts under 
the Missouri River Basin project have specified a 40-year repayment 
period. However, they have contained provisions for review and re- 
newal after 40 years in the light of the Missouri River Basin project 
financial outlook at that time. 

I may interpolate there that under existing law, as this committee 
well knows, under the 9(e) portion of the Reclamation Project Act 
of 1959, we can write contracts only for 40 years, as is true also 
under 9(d). 

We have interpreted and the Solicitor has supported our interpre- 
tation and Congress has endorsed it in contracts that we have men- 
tioned to you previously—that if we need to extend the water service 
contract for succeeding years there is no barrier to doing that. And 
we have provided in every case in the Missouri Basin that if we ulti- 
mately need to extend the irrigation repayment for a few years to 
balance out our total project re simbursement, that we will so do. 

Mr. Aspinatn. May I ask a question at this point ? 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnati. Is there any provision in the Missouri Basin for 
the so-called 10-year development period ? 
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Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir; on distribution system contracts, the 9(q) 
contracts, we have authority for 10-year development periods. Undey 
the water service contracts there is no development period, 

Mr. Asprnati. What you have recommended in your report js q 
straight out-and-out 40-year repayment contract from the time w 
is delivered. 

Mr. Dominy. That is right, sir. 

There would appear to be no practical advantage either to the 
United States or to the district in modifying that policy. 

The interconnected foothills reservoirs and wildlife developments 
along the Platte River included in this plan would provide ideal fish. 
ing and waterfowl hunting opportunities in an area where such faejli- 
ties are now limited. 

Recognizing the intensive use of the proposed facilities by sports. 
men which may be anticipated, the Fish and Wildlife Service has 
calculated that an average annual benefit of $380,500 will be realized. 
Specific costs in the order of magnitude of 82 million will be in- 
curred for acquisition of lands, fencing, improving habitat, and fish 


ater 


g, 
protective devices. An allocation of $10,846,000 results from use of 
these figures in the separable costs-remaining benefits method of allo- 
cation for the unit. 

The Bureau of the Budget recommends that only the specific costs 
be allocated to fish and wildlife. We have allocated a share of the 
joint costs of the reservoirs and certain other project works to fish 
and wildlife, because none of these benefits could be realized except 
for those joint works. For example, the lands in the vicinity of the 
proposed reservoirs which are to be purchased for fish and wildlife 
purposes have no value for that use except by reason of their prox- 
imity to the reservoirs. 

The purchase price of such dry lands, therefore, should not be 
deemed a measure of the cost which is justified to be allocated to fish 
and wildlife. Our proposed allocation of joint and specific costs to 
fish and wildlife is, in our judgment, consistent with the intent of 
Congress as we interpret the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 
1958, 

Of the four proposed hydroelectric powerplants only one will be 
constructed initially. Its output will be used to meet the district’s 
irrigation pumping requirements and this plant is considered an irti- 
gation facility. Final plans may require that it be located at the 
Prairie Creek site as suggested, or at another appropriate site. Con- 
struction of the three remaining plants is deferred pending comple- 
tion of detailed engineering studies. The proposal includes short 
penstocks and other minimum provisions for future installation of 
powerplants at these sites. 

The Bureau of the Budget amendment would limit authorization 
to one powerplant specifically at the Prairie Creek site, and would 
withhold authorization of the other three plants. If the authoriza- 
tion remains in the bill, the feasibility and justification for each power- 
plant will be established by detailed studies before funds are requested 
for its construction. 

I might add, at this point, that we think our studies also would be 
far enough along that before we actually started construction if it 
clearly was demonstrated that the powerplants would never be rea- 
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conably expected to be feasible that we would not go to the expense of 
r yoviding penstocks and basic foundation. But if the question is 

till open, it looks like it will be good judgment to have the authority 
4 to put in those fundamental features that would later make it possible 
r to cheaply add the power features if it is feasible. 


The Bureau of the Budget is commenting on the proposed legislation 


called attention to other pending legislation (S. 2060) which would 


e require local contributions to the extent of 30 percent of the costs 
allocated to flood control, and recommended that the Mid-State bill 

3 | beamended to include such local contributions. 

\- The Corps of Engineers has pointed out that the costs of right-of- 


i- | way, highway bridge alterations, and operation and maintenance of 
channel and floodway features of the project would be borne by local 


g- interests for similar local protection projects, under its laws and 
as | policies, recognizing however, the lack of precedent in applying this 
d. | principle to multiple-purpose projects. 

n- Prior to the Mid-State unit, in its planning studies on the Mis- 
sh guri River Basin Project, the Bureau had not encountered the prob- 
of lm of local cost sharing with reference to flood control functions. 


o- | Asimilar problem did arise in connection with the Esquatzel Chan- 
nel on the Columbia Basin project. This feature provides flood 


sts control protection for the town of Pasco, Wash., in addition to irri 
he gation drainage. 
sh In the Appropriations Committee reports on the fiscal year 1958 


pt | public works appropriation bill, the Bureau was directed to construct 
he this multipurpose feature. The portion of the cost allocated to flood 
ife | control is considered nonreimburseable, and there has been no local 
x- | cost sharing. 

This was discussed pretty completely. At the time that we were 


be | about to build this draimageway to take care of drainage waters from 
ish | the Columbia Basin project and provide an outlet to the Columbia 
to | River, we discovered that the Corps of Engineers was planning some 


of | food control features on this same natural Esquatzel wasteway 
of | which carries flood waters but has no outlet. The flood waters just 
fanned out on the land around the town of Pasco, and sometimes 


be aused flood damage within the town of Pasco. 

ct’s So, we worked out a joint arrangement that we constructed of the 
rrj- | drainageway to the capacity that would take care of not only our 
the | drainage water, but also the floodwater. There was no question 
on- | tsed, at that time, by the corps that any portion of that except the 
ple- drainage ion would be reimbursable. 

ort It would seem to me this Mid-State case is almost exactly on all 


of | fours with the Esquatzel wasteway case. I for one feel we ought to 
reat these things with uniformity on all these projects. 


on Under reclamation law and the Missouri River Basin project au- 
uld | thorization, we have not been requiring local contributions toward 
iza- | ‘00d control costs. Since the Mid-State plan is formulated on the 
ver- | MSIS Of the water users paying in accordance with their ability to 


sted | "pay and of full use of conservancy district revenues, imposing such 

‘requirement on the local interests would result only in increased 
dA be | ™uirements for assistance from Missouri River Basin project rev- 
if it | “ues. This is demonstrated by the alternative analysis contained in 
rea- | “lrevaluation statement. | 
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We have allocated only the specific costs of minimum basie recres. 
tional facilities as nonreimbursable due to the absence of legislation 
setting a national policy on this subjec t. 

Over a period of 4 0 years, irrigation water users and conservaney 
dist rict revenues ¢ ‘ould repay ad 763.800. or 59 percent, of the inriga- 
tion allocation of $51.964.000. Thereafter, the balance, or $21. 
100,200, could be repaid from Missouri River Basin project power 
revenues. The economic analy SIs of the Missourt Ii er Basin project 
dated December 1958, copies of which were furnished this commit- 
tee, indicated that starting in year 2022, after all commercial power 
investinents have been paid out, net power revenues, ani unting ty 
about $32 million unui uly, will be available to assist in repaying the 
irrigation costs of all Missouri River Basin project lie balance 
of the irrigation allocation on the Nebraska Mid-State unit, after 40 


] = 1 1 . 
years could be repaid, therefore, using less than 1 year’s net power 


‘S 
7 
i 


revenues 

The Nebraska Mid-State unit is 2 logical addition to the Missouri 
River Basin project. Its benefit-cost ratio is favorable, being greater 
than unity even under the most. severe criteria, and the water users 
can pay and have expressed their willingness to pay a larger percent: 
age of the irrigation allocation than most other Missouri River Basin 
project units. 

Mr. Paul Harley of the Bureau of Reclamation’s office at Grand 
Island, Nebr., and representatives of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
are pre} pared to answer qu estions about the pla Local Spousors and 
their eesciaits ants vouch for the need for the project and their will- 
letshun to assume the repayment obligation and other responsibili- 
ties. We think that this is a worthy project, completely fe asible and 
justified, and a sound investment of Federal funds. 

Mr. Rocers. Does that conclude your statement ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, sir. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Colorado, Ma. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnatn. Mr. Dominy, in the first part of the Department's 
report, the next to the last paragrTi pli, ) vou have a statement thata 
detailed plan report could be taken after authorization. Is that your 
usual proc edure ? 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir. For a number of years now, Mr. Aspinall, 
we have had three grades of planning reports. We have a recon- 
naissance grade report on a new project area made quite cheaply on 
a samp ling basis of the various factors needed to evaluate to see 
whether the project offers good prospects of being engineeringly 
and economically feasible. 

Mr. Asprnauu. All I wish to show was this was usual procedure. 

Mr. Dominy. Yes. Then we go toa feasibility grade report which 
is adequate for authorization and then a definite plan report which 
includes the final details and designs for construction. 

Mr. Asprnauty. Are there any dr: ainage facilities planned in this 
project ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. Yes, there would be some drainage necessary in con- 
nection with it. 

Mr. Asprnau. Are they a part of the project as now envisioned: and 
will they be taken care of in the cost of construction as set forth in the 


report 4 


| 
| 
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Mr. Dominy. Yes, sir: the $81-odd million figure that is given here 
now includes our estimated oer for drainage, and they would be 
constructed as needed as part of the project construction. 

Mr. Asprnati. I do not quite understand the paragraph at the top 
of page 3. which starts w ith the words “the commercial” at the bottom 
ot nage 2: “The commercial power aliocation would be repaid in 2005,’ 
and co forth. 

Does this mean now under the Bureau proposal of the 40 year pay- 
out plan that the water users would repay the part allocated to them 
within the 44 0 years and then the part allocated to be repaid by power 
would be repaid within the 40-year period from the time that the water 
users’ payments start ¢ 

Mr. Domrxy. The part of the report to which you refer explains 
that under the sche rane that looks feasible for the construction of the 
Missouri River Basin, the commercial power allocation, with interest, 
would be repaid fetid the power revenues by 2005. After that date 
the Missouri: River Basin power revenues would become available 
to apply on the irrigation allocation beyond the water users’ ability 
‘o pay over the whole basin. ; 

Each of our irrigation contracts are written for 40 vears. The first 
of those was written in about 1948, with a developme nt period. So, 
that roughly, the first of those would be reaching its final pay- 
out _ the year 2000. 

Mr. Asprnauyt. What I want to know is will the part allocated to be 
repaid from powe r be repaid within the 40 vears after the beginning 
of payments by the water users / 

Mr. Dominy. No, sir. 

Mr. Asprnatit. When will it be repaid, because this is a very im- 
portant matter before Congress. If this means to postpone this 
additional amount which is allocated to be repaid from power to 
make it a 60-year repayment period or a 70-year repayment period, 
then we have got to explain that to Congress. When will this repay ? 

Mr. Dominy. I would like Mr. Harley to comment on that. 

Mr. Hartry. In the supplemental Sal yet which is mentioned 
the letter to which vou just referred, it is indicated that the commer- 
cial power payout would be necomplished in the year 2005. Irriga- 
tion power payout which is that portion of the pl: ints dedicated to 
irrigation use would pay out in the year 2011. Thereafter power 
revenues would be applied to the irrigation which cannot be taken 
care of by payments from the local district and the payout would be 
accomplished by the year 2045. That has to do only with the projects 
which are already constructed and those which are antic ipated to 
enter upon construction during the next 6 years. 

Mr. Dominy. That does not include Mid-State. If Mid-State were 
added it would add 1 more year approximately. 

Mr. Asprnatx. In other words, if we would have this project ready 
to start serving the water users by 1970, then it would be 2048 before 


the part allocated to be repaid from power revenues would be repaid; 
is that correct ? 


Mr. Dominy. That is correct. 
Mr. Asptnaut. Instead of having a 40-year repayment period or 


a 50-year repayment period you would have a 76- year repayment 
period, 
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Mr. Dominy. That is correct. The local people would take care 
of the part of the irrigation allocation assigned to them for repay- 
ment. This is the very reason, Mr. (¢ ‘hairman, that we have written 
into all of these contracts the right for us to continue irrigation 
payments beyond 40 years because I personally think that the project 
is benefiting the users and that they ought to continue to pay right 
avlong with power until the total payment is achieved. 

The ones who get their unit built first would pay longer because 
they have the benefits longer. 

Mr. Asp i~aLn. The Commissioner knows when we go before the 
House of Represent: atives to sell these projects we say the payout 
period is 40 years or 50 years. But, when you carry it over to 76 
years, we have to admit on the floor that that means the interest sub- 
sidy is at least 214 times as much as existing policy falls for. 

Mr. Dominy. On that portion allocated to be repaid by power yes, 

Mr. Aspinauy. That is a difficult program in this particular in- 
stance and I just wish the record to show it. 

Mr. Dominy. But that does not make Mid-State differ from the 
other Missouri River Basin units, it just adds 1 more year. 

Mr. Aspinaty. But it does make Mid-State differ a great deal from 
a great many irrigation projects in the rest of the West and especially 
the one we took c: are of in San Joaquin Valley, yesterday. 

I think that is all I have. I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chenoweth ? 

Mr. Curnowetn. Mr. Dominy, this is a new approach to the Mid- 
State project, is it 7 

Mr. Dominy. Actually, Mr. Chenoweth, this really brings Mid- 
State back into the approach that was originally considered in ‘the pas- 
sage of the 1944 Flood Control Act, because these lands were embraced 
within the area proposed for development under that broad, multiple- 
purpose project. 

Mr. Cuenowetru. What happened that it did not remain in the 
project ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. We had, at that time, a very broad-scale project in 
mind which would have developed, under a single-unit basis, lands 
greater in scope than involved here and would have required trans- 
basin development of the water transfer of water from the Loup and 
Niobrara Rivers over to the Platte. Under the Nebraska law that 
could be accomplished unless the law were changed and there was a 
disinclination on the part of the people of Nebraska to amend that 
law. The Mid-State people wanted to go ahead with their project 
within the Platte River Valley and take “only those lands they could 
serve with waters from the Platte and not wait for this possibility 
of diverting other streams. 

So they have spent some million dollars in developing their own 


plan. But, basically, now that plan is being put back into the Mis- 
souri zoe Basin project framework as was originally contemplated. 
Mr. Curnowern. I was at the hearing at Grand Island several 


years ago on the project. I was very muc ch impressed with the local 
interest and enthusiasm. Has there been a change of thinking on 
this project by abandoning the original concept and planning some- 
thing different now ? 
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Mr. Dominy. The only change, Mr. Chenoweth, instead of being 
here as originally proposed with a request for a loan on the reimburs- 
able features and a grant on the nonreimbursable features, the bill 
now proposes that it be reauthorized as a Missouri River sasin project 
ynit and be funded under the Flood Control Act of 1944, and reclama- 
tion law, as one of the participating units. 

Mr. Cuenowern. You say reauthorized. 

Mr. Domuny. I say that because technically it was authorized orig- 
inally as part of the 1944 Flood Control Act, but because it is a little 
different in size and scope as described there, it does take a reconsid- 
eration. 

Mr. Crenowzru. What is the cost of the project ? 

Mr. Dominy. -A little over $81 million. 

Mr. Cuenoweru. How much is charged to irrigation ? 

Mr. Dominy. $59 million roughly is the allocation to irrigation. 

Mr. Cuenoweti. How much to flood control ? 

Mr. Dominy. The allocation of the $81,510,000 total cost is 21 per- 
cent to flood control or $17,345,000; 13 percent to fish and wildlife, 
$10,846,000 and 1 percent to recreation, $136,000. That leaves 65 
percent to be reimbursable in the amount of $53,156,000. 

Mr. Cuenowernu. | wanted to ask about the allocation to fish and 
wildlife. What do you say that is? 

Mr. Dominy. We have $10,846,000 allocated to fish and wildlife. 

Mr. Cuoenoweti. Does that not appear to be a little high and out 
of proport ion ¢ 

Mr. Dominy. In answer to the Chairman's inquiry, we have re- 
sponded with a letter which has gone into the record. We consider 
that the procedure used ts realistic as to the measure of the true value 
cent to flood control or $17,345,000: 13 percent to fish and wildlife, 
activities created by this project, and we think althongh the Budget 
Bureau does disagree somewhat, that this is fully consistent with 
the intent of Congress as expressed in the Fish and Wildlife Coordi- 
nation Act. 

Mr. Curnowern. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cuoenowetru. Do vou feel, Mr. Commissioner, this allocation 
to fish and wildlife is realistic ? 

Mr. Dominy. We do, indeed. 

Mr. Cuenowetu. Is this the largest allocation to fish and wild- 
life contained in any similar project up to this time ? 

Mr. Dominy. Not percentagewise, no. We have recommended at 
least one other where the fish and wildlife allocation percentagewise 
would be higher than this. 

Mr. Curnowern. I will not pursue the matter further, but is it 
fair to assume then there is some unusual condition that prevails 
in this area which justifies charging this unusual amount to fish and 
wildlife ? 

Mr. Domtny. Yes, we have a documented report from the Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Mr. McBroom is here and if the committee wants 
to go into it in some detail, I am sure he can outline the exact process 
that was gone through. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Was it not $14 million before? 

Mr. Dominy. It is only slightly adjusted downward. 
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Mr. Cuenowern. I was thinking of $14 million. My memory may 
not serve me correctly. F 

Mr. Dominy. It was $10,862,900 before. 

Mr. Cuenowern. Now, you are down to what ? 

Mr. Dominy. $10,846,000. 

Mr. Cuenowern. I think that is all. Thank you very much, 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Saund 4 

Mr. Saunp. No questions. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Cunningham ? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. No questions. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. McGinley ¢ 

Mr. McGiniey. I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. No questions 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. Aspinall? 

Mr. Asprnatu. I have two more questions, Mr. Chairman. 

In your statement, Mr. Commissioner, you state that available water 
in this project would serve 140,000 acres. Is that area now presently 
farmed or it Is new farming land ¢ . 

Mr. Dominy. It is land that is all presently farmed, either in pump 
irrigation or in dry land agriculture. 

Mr. Asprnatu. y ou also state there have been requests for this wa i 
by users owning 115,000 acres. Would there be any difficulty in 
securing the other 27,000 acres / 

Mr. Dominy. We do not think the re will be any difficulty whatso- 
ever. Asa matter of fact, there has been no real energetic canvassing 
they merely circulated a statement advising on the general idea of the 
project and asked people LO respon id if they were p repared to partici 
pate on those terms and the ‘Vv gol this many bac k, ] jus : by letter contract 
I am an awial a re has been a pretty terrific dr: uwdown on thove 
wells in recent years, and some wells are being abandoned as being 
u ec its tab le to try to deepen them. 

Mr. Asprnaui. Of course, you also have the reverse of that: you 
could find some people who ‘would sign up. for this, Say, under ‘the 
maximum ; if they knew their lands were going to be recharged they 
might not be willing to sign up for this additional water and 
responsibility 

Mr. Domrxy. Of course, this is one of the advantages of having the 
conservancy district. They, at least, reach them through their ad 
valorem tax author ity in any event. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Chenoweth ? 

Mr. Cuenoweru. I see Mr. Johnson here, who drove me over to 
Grand Island. I certainly thank him for the many courtesies he 
extended. 

Mr. Saunp. Off the record. 

(Diseussion off the record.) 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. Mr. Dominvy. 

Without objection, the evaluation statement on Mid-State project, 
Nebraska, prepared by the U.S. Dep: irtment of the Interior, Region 7 :, 

sureau of Reclamation, Denver, Colo., under date of January 1960, 
will be inciuded in the files of the committee. 

Mr. McBroom, could you in about 10 minutes tell us the method by 
which you figure the fish and wildlife allocation? If you could, I 
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think we ought to have that in the record, but we are only going to 

have about 10 minutes for it. Si ae i a 
Mr. McBroom. | have with me Mr. William W hite, assistant chief 

of the branch of River Basin Studies. Iam the chief of that branch. 
Mr. Rogers. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES T. McBROOM, CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER 
BASIN STUDIES, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM WHITE, ASSIST- 
ANT CHIEF, BRANCH OF RIVER BASIN STUDIES 


Mr. McBroom. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
isanother project on the Great Plains of the United States which dem- 
onstrates the value of water-based fish and wildlife recreation to the 
people of that area. Along with the rest of the country, the people 
of the Great Plains are turn o 
and wildlife resources in a manner that 1 explosive. 

In that area, there 1s great demand for this type of recreation and 
very little opportunity. 


7 ’ : 
to outdoor recreation based on nish 


Mr. Rocers. We know all of that, Mr. McBroom. What we need 
for the record is the actual facts of how this was figured rut because 
weare going to have to answer that question. It never has been made 
clear in mv mind and I think if we could document it it would be 


most helpful. 

Mr. McBroom. I have with me a statement prepared for this hea 
ing, Mr. Chairman, which includes general remarks on the - 

Mr. Rocers. Mr. McBroom, let me Say this so far as the statement 
is concerned. Let us not present the statement right now because 
we have these out-of-town witnesses and what I want to do is to ee 
you in about 10 minutes to document exactly the manner in which this 
fish and wildlife situation was figured in this project. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Rocers. If you can do that, I will appreciate it. If you cannot, 
if you are going into a 30-minute situation here, I do not want. to 
do it. We will have to wait until another day. 

Mr. McBroom. I was about to say the first four pages are a gen- 
eral statement; and attached after the first four pages is a point-by- 
point rundown on the method of computation. 

Mr. Rogers. Without objection, we can include your statement in 
the record, together with the computation which you have attached 
and ask that you summarize that computation, if you will, please. 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT RY BUREAU OF Sport FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE ON THE MID-STatEe 
UNIT OF THE Missovurt River BAstIn Progecr, NEBRASKA 


This bill would authorize this Department to construct, operate, and maintain 
the Nebraska Mid-State project as a unit in the Nissouri River Basin project 
substantially in accordance with the physical plan in the Mid-State project report 


of the Mid-State Reclamation District dated April 25, 1958. The fish and 


wildlife effects of the present proposal would be the same as were anticipated 
under the project proposed by the District. 
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The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife studied the Mid-State reclama. 
tion project under authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act at the 
request of the board of directors of the Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District 
when the district was proposing to construct this project. The Bureau prepare 
a report in cooperation with the Nebraska Game, Forestation and Parks Con. 
mission which assessed the fish and wildlife resources of the area in relation 
to the water-development plan for the Mid-State project. This report 
issued on May 9, 1957. 

The fish and wildlife investigations of this project were conducted in exactly 
the same manner as if the project plan had been originally developed as a 
Federal project by the Bureau of Reclamation. In accordance with the proyj. 
sions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, effects of the proposed project 
on fish and wildlife resources were determined and measures were designed ty 
protect, develop, and improve these resources as a part of the project plan, 
Consequently, there has been no need to restudy the project or revise the fish 
and wildlife plan because of the current proposal to authorize the Mid-State 
project for construction by the Bureau of Reclamation as a unit of the Misgoup; 
River Basin project. The fish and wildlife conservation measures originally 
recommended to the Mid-State District have been adopted as a part of the 
overall project plan. 

This overall project plan includes the acquisition and development of an 11.000 
acre Federal refuge and a State-managed public hunting area along the Platte 
River utilizing water supplied by the project. It also includes the acquisition 
of a total of 3.000 acres for State-managed waterfowl areas on three of the 
project reservoirs. Other fish and wildlife features include the location of 
canal inlets to provide good fishing, design of pump intakes to permit installa- 
tion of fishery management features, selective clearing of reservoir sites, cop. 
struction of fish attractors, acquisition of adequate land adjoining reservoir sites 
to insure utilization of fish and wildlife resources, assignment of specified lands 
to the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and the Nebraska Game, Foresta- 
tion and Parks Commission for fish and wildlife management purposes, and snch 
reasonable modification in project operations as may be recommended by the 
Secretary of the Interior or the Nebraska Game, Forrestation and Parks Com. 
mission for fish and wildlife purposes. <A total of $1,500,000 has been included 
in the project costs for wildlife refuge land acquisition and initial development 
and $500.000 has been included in project costs for minor project modifications 
related to fish and wildlife. Annual operation and maintenance costs of 
the project include $7,500 for fish and wildlife features including the water 
supply for the waterfowl areas. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife 
and the Nebraska Game, Forestation and Parks Commission will bear the 
subsequent development and operation and maintenance costs of the Federal 
refuge and State-managed public hunting areas respectively. 

The Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife has evaluated the fish and wild- 
life benefits of the Mid-State project at $380,500 annually and considers this 
to represent a reasonable estimate. The computation of these benefits is de 
seribed in the attached statement. 

The Mid-State project represents an outstanding development from a fish 
and wildlife standpoint. Its system of reservoirs would provide recreational 
fishing opportunities for a great many people in an area where such opportuni- 
ties are very limited at the present time. Much of this fishing would be done 
from hoats and would be of the type generally participated in by family groups. 
Since the project would provide the closest area of this type to Omaha and 
Lincoln for this type of fishing it could be expected to draw a substantial portion 
of its fishermen from these cities as well as from neighboring States. 

The project would also increase waterfowl hunting substantially. The Platte 
River has always been an important waterfowl area and is noted for its water- 
fowl hunting. There are presently about four duck blinds per mile along the 
Platte River between Overton and Columbus and it is estimated that about 4,000 
hunters now use this reach of the Platte for most of their waterfowl hunting. 
The Grand Tsland post office alone sells an average of 1,300 duck stamps each 
season. In recent years the river in this area has been dry well into the hunt- 
ing season and the number of waterfowl using the area in the fall has declined. 
The project would provide a permanent water supply in its reservoirs and could 
he expected to attract a great many more waterfowl. This would greatly in- 
crease the present hunting opportunities. 

By providing an essential segment of waterfowl habitat in the central flyway 
(a band of States from Montana and North Dakota extending southward to 
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jndlude Texas and New Mexico), the project would increase the number of 
waterfowl which the flyway could support. This would provide additional 
waterfowl hunting not only in Nebraska but in the other States along the 
migration routes of these birds as well. 

@his project would represent a step toward meeting the rapidly growing de- 
mand by the American public for outdoor recreational opportunities. The uum- 
pers of fishermen and hunters in the Nation are increasing at a rate far faster 
the general population. At the same time, this interest in fishing and hunting 
js increasing, natural water and land habitat for fish and wildlife is being de- 
stroyed or altered at a rapid rate by the expanding population and economy. 
Since Many Wwater-resource projects damage fish and wildlife resources or at 
pest maintain the status quo, it is important that projects such as Mid-State 
which offer unusual opportunities for fish and wildlife improvement be developed 
for this purpose as well as for irrigation, flood control, hydroelectric power, and 
navigation. 


MID-STATE PROJECT (METHOD OF COMPUTING FISH AND WILDLIFE BENEFITS) 


1. The Bureau of Sport Fisheries und Wildlife has estimated the annual bene- 
fits to fish and wildlife from the Mid-State project, Nebraska, at $380,500. This 
consists largely of the estimated increase in expenditures by fishermen and 
hunters resulting from increased fishing and hunting opportunities and is be- 
lieved to represent a measure of the value placed on these sports by the 
participants. 

2. Approximately 213,000 people purchasing about 38,000 fishing licenses now 
live within a 50-mile radius of the 22 reservoirs proposed in the project. <A 
much larger population now resides within a 200-mile radius which includes 
Lincoln and Omaha. It is expected that many of the present fishermen from 
these areas together with others of the present population who do not now fish 
would take advantage of the fishing opportunities offered by the 24,000 acres of 
reservoir fishing waters. 

3. The population of the affected area and the proportion of that population 
which fishes are expected to increase substantially over the life of the project. 

4. There is now a shortage of fishing opportunities in south-central Nebraska 
and most of the resident fishermen must travel long distances to find satisfac- 
tory fishing. The project plans are such that this area would be expected to de- 
velop into the most attractive and productive fishery in the State of Nebraska. 

5. The project would contain 22 separate reservoirs in its system, each sub- 
ject to special fishery management measures predicated upon its individual 
capacity and potentials and thereby providing opportunities for control not possi- 
ble in large single-reservoir projects. The many small coves and bays would 
not only increase the biological productivity of the impoundments, but would 
also provide sheltered and safe fishing during the windy weather prevalent in 
this section. 

6. Based on the above considerations, it was estimated that the project would 
receive an average annual use by fishermen of 136,000 man-days over and above 
the limited fishing which is now occurring on the river. 

7. Past studies of fishermen expenditures in Nebraska and adjoining States 
indicated that $2.28 represented a reasonable estimate as to the expected ex- 
penditures per day for fishing in the Mid-State project area. This figure was 
multiplied by 136,000 to obtain an annual fishery benefit of $309,600 for the 
project. 

8. Net annual wildlife benefits were computed as follows: 


Upland game hunting 
Waterfowl hunting 


mintiimitedne Desicss (SE a 


sisi co acces te Saas Reaches sod saa A Riri 21, 000 
Big-game hunting BS a se ct a A Rie a ea A Bo ee ees 200 
Waterfowl refuge areas St! 255 1 ee pee i ieee) Se eee 41, 000 
Fur-animal trapping._........_.._________ fies ecteeh FS alu. eer ae 


Ne a ee i 70, 900 


9. Upland game hunting losses represented a decreased hunting effort of 1,100 
man-days expected annually multiplied by an average expenditure for the area 
of $3.02 per day. 

10. Waterfowl hunting benefits represented an increased hunting effort of 


4870 man-days expected annually multiplied by an average expenditure for the 
area of $4.31 per day. 


Total 
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11. Big-game hunting represented an increased hunting effort of 30 man-day 
expected annually multiplied by an average expenditure for the area of $5.93 
per day. a 

12. Since benefits from waterfowl refuges generally are considered by the 
Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife to be intangible in the monetary ‘Sense 
and such facilities are justified on a judgment basis after consideration of their 
costs, a similar approach was used in connection with this project. The annual 
equivalent cost of the waterfowl refuge areas, $41,000, was considered to be 
justified and was used as a monetary measure of the benefits as well. 

13. Fur animal trapping benefits represented expected revenue from the sale 
of substantially increased harvest of pelts each year. 

14. It is interesting to note that the expenditure figures which were used 
above in computing fishing and hunting benefits fall well within the range of 
prices which fishermen and hunters are actually paying in many areas solely 
for the privilege of fishing or hunting in commercially operated fee-areas, — 

The following are pertinent excerpts from a letter of November 9, 1959, to 
Hon. Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman of the Tlouse Committee on Interior anq 
Insular Affairs from Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seaton: 

“My predecessors as Secretary since 1945 and I have approved the method 
used by the Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife in evaluating fish ang 
wildlife benefits by our approval and adoption of departmental reports cop. 
taining estimates based on that method. In evaluating the many technica] 
procedures used within this Department in analyzing the desirability of the 
various water resources projects we utilize the opinion of experts trained and 
experienced in the specialized fields involved. In the measurement of benefits 
for all functions of water-resource projects, reliance must be placed on deter. 
minations by these experts and specialists in the fields of irrigation, flood con. 
trol, hydroelectric power, navigation, fish and wildlife, and all other purposes 
served by water-resource projects. In every case, the dollar benefits represent 
the exercise of judgment. Cost allocations are then, of course, computed on the 
basis of the evaluated benefits. 

* * a * ok * 


“We consider the values attributed to sport fishing and hunting to represent 
an approximation of the net value of these sports to the participants and, as 
such, to be comparable to the net values assigned to other project functions. We 
believe that the primary value of sport fishing and hunting consists of the satis. 
factions received by the individual participants in these sports and, to a great 
extent, is intangible in nature. Since fishing and hunting privileges and prod- 
ucts generally are not sold, the usual market prices are not available for 
determining this value. Therefore, any value assigned to fishing or hunting 
must of necessity be an extra-market estimate. 

* * * * * * * 

“tinder the user-expenditure approach, we employ expenditures by fishermen 
and hunters for goods and services tised in connection with these sports asa 
basis for assigning a monetary value to the satisfactions received by the partic- 
pants. In effect, we are assuming that the public benefits from fishing and 
hunting represent an amount equal to the expenditures of the sportsmen 
participants. 

* * * * * * * 

“It is not possible for the benefits to fish and wildlife to be utilized by them- 
selves in order to compute a cost allocation to that purpose. The essence of the 
cost-allocation procedure is to consider together all of the annual benefits to all 
purposes and to relate them approximately to total capital project costs in order 
to derive cost allocations to each purpose.” 


Mr. McBroom. The evaluated fish and wildlife benefits for the Mid- 
State project, as Mr. Dominy has said, amounts to $380,500 per year 
in annual benefits. This consists of the estimated increase in ex 
penditures by fishermen and hunters brought about as the result of 
the increased fishing and hunting opportunities which the project 
would provide. 

Approximately 213,000 people purchasing about 38,000 fishing 
licenses now live within a 50-mile radius of the 22 reservoirs which 
would be built as part of the project. Within a 200-mile radius & 
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very much larger population exists. It is expected that many of the 
yesent fishermen from these areas, together with others of the pres- 
ent population who do not now fish, would take advantage of the 
fshing opportunities offered by the reservoir fishing water. 

Mr. Rogers. Let me reiterate, Mr. McBroom. These are sales 

ints we have heard before, again and again, and it is repetitious. 
What we want to know is the exact mathematical method used in 
determining these fish and wildlife allocations. It seems to me there 
ought to be some tt able, you ought to have some table or something 
that you go by. If we could get those in the record, it would surely 
help us. 

Mr. McBroom. I will try and hurry along here. We estimate that 
the increase in fishermen use as the result of this project will amount 
to 136,000 man-days over and above the limited fishing now occurring 
in the area. 

We have evaluated 156,000 man-days in terms of an average daily 
aeume of $2.28 per man-day. ‘This results in an annual fisher- 
man benefit of 3509,600. 

The net annual wildlife benefits were computed on the basis of a 
reduction in the upland game hunting caused by flooding out of up- 
land game habitats from the reservoirs, a waterfowl hunting benefit 
of $21,000, a big-game hunting benefit of $200, the water fowl refuge 
has been evalu: ated at $41,000 on the basis of its ¢ ‘ost, since that is the 
general basis of evaluating a wildlife refuge and $12,000 for fur 
animal trapping. This gives a net wildlife benefit of $70,900. The 
waterfowl hunting benefits represent an increased hunting effort of 
4,870 man-days valued at $4.31 per ds vy. 

The big game hunting represents an increased hunting effort of 
30 man-days expected evaluated at $5.93 a day. 

I have commented already on the method of evaluation of the 
waterfowl refuge. This gives us a total evaluated benefit of $380,500 
annually and that is as far as the Fish and Wildlife Service benefit 
computations have gone. 

To proceed from the annual benefit computation to the allocation 
of costs, it is necessary to relate the fish and wildlife benefits to all 
the other benefits evaluated for the project and then to relate the 
proportion of the fish and wildlife benefits to the total project. cost. 

This is done by the separable cost- rem: ining benefits method: it is 
done by the Bureau of Reclamation in this case as illustrated by the 
economic analysis which is in the record and this results in the alloca- 
tion of $10,800,000 made by the Bureau of Reclamation to fish and 
wildlife. 

We observe, Mr. Chairman, that this is in accordance with usual 
practice, there is nothing unique about our analysis of this project, 
there is nothing unique ‘about the allocation to fish and wildlife as 
compared to the allocation to flood control and irrigation. 

We observe, finally, that this allocation to fish and wildlife is as 
ee by the two sections of the Fish and Wildlife Coordina- 
tion Act. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McBroom, that is fine, we have had that testi- 
mony before. Let me ask you this question : Is this the first time this 
method of computation has ever been employed ? 

Mr. McBroom. No,sir. This has been employed repeatedly on many 
projects, both of the Bureau of Reclamation and other agencies. 
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Mr. Rogers. Is this the identical computation method that h 
used on all projects ? 

Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnaty. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. Aspinall? 

Mr. Asprnaty. That is not right. Of recent years, you can say tha 
This is identical with what you used on the Norman project, but jt js 
not identical to what you used with regard to the Hoover Dam project 
and the upper Colorado program or the Columbia Basin program, 

Mr. McBroom. I thank the chairman for correcting that state. 
ment. This is the kind of method we have used on all projects that 
have come into existence since the original Fish and Wildlife Coordi. 
nation Act was passed in 1946. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is not right. You did not use it on the upper 
Colorado River storage development program. 

Mr. McBroom. I might say that the analysis on the Colorado stop. 
age project from this standpoint is not complete, Mr. Aspinall. 

Mr. Asprnaty. I understand that. 

Mr. McBroom. It would be used in this manner when it is com. 
pleted. 

Mr. Asprnaty. I understand that position, but please do not mis- 
lead the committee. 

Mr. Morris. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Asprnaty. I am through. 

Mr. Rogers. The gentleman from New Mexico. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a further question. 
Is this the method you used on the upper Colorado River storage 
project or not? 

Mr. McBroom. This is the method that has been used on the upper 
Colorado River storage project so far as we have gone on the upper 
Colorado River storage project. 

Mr. Morris. Is this propagation of fish and wildlife, or is this a 
conservation and development program ? 

Mr. McBroom. This is conservation and development of fish and 
wildlife in the Mid-State project area. As I have said, there will be 
a loss to the uplands game resource as we see it, but that is more than 
compensated for by the gains to waterfowl hunting and to fishing. 

Mr. Morris. I understood this method was only changed in 1958. 

Mr. McBroom. No, sir. We have been using this method since the 
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act was passed in 1946. In 1958, 
there was an amendment to that act, but that did not change this 
method. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 


as been 


Mr. Asprnatyi. Mr. McBroom, there is no language in this bill whieh | 


authorizes any allocation to fish and wildlife. Are we to presume 
that this comes under the 1958 act ? 
Mr. McBroom. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Asprnaty. This act, as it is now written, requires finding as to | 


what portion of the fish and wildlife is to be reimbursed by non-Fed- 
eral interests. Where is the finding of that. portion in the Mid-State 
project ? 
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Mr. McBroom. That is not specifically set forth in the Department 
report, Mr. Aspinall. I can comment on the fact that the operation 
and maintenance of the fish and wildlife facilities are expected to be 
handled by the Nebraska game agency in perpetuity. This has been 
discussed with the director of that agency and he has pointed out that 
this will cost. in the neighborhood of $40,000 a year from now on. 

This is part of the cost of making the fish and wildlife benefits real 
that will be borne by the local agency. 

Mr. Asrinat. We get into this difficulty, of course, because this 
project has been authorized heretofore and now because of the situa- 
tion existing In Congress, we ask for reauthorization, as we have on 
all of these Missouri River Basin projects of late years, but we want 
to be sure that we have the authorization to do the thing that is 
required. : 

Thank you very much, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. That is all. 

Mr. Rogers. Mr. McGinley, do you have a question ? 

Mr. McGintey. I am not clear, Mr. McBroom, when you say on the 
upper Colorado River project that your studies are incomplete. Can 
you tell the committee how the planning and estimating of your bene- 
fits for that. project differ from this Mid-State project / 

Mr. McBroom. The Colorado River storage project, Mr. McGinley, 
as you know, is a large project that authorizes a considerable number 
of mits. There have not been detailed studies such as we have made 
forthe Mid-State on the units of that project. 

It is probable that there will be additional allocations made as time 
goes along, and more units are brought into construction status. Tf I 
am not mistaken, the Secretary has authority to revise the allocations 
for the Colorado River storage project, from time to time. Doubt- 
less, that would be done as the project comes further toward a con- 
struction stage and there is opportunity for our agency to make the 
kind of detailed studies on the Colorado River storage project that we 
have made here. 

Mr. McGintry. In other words, what you are saying is that in the 
Mid-State project, where you have the lakes and the reservoirs sys- 
tem well defined, and where the area to be developed is known and 
certain that you have a better basis for determining what benefits will 
ensue In comparison with the upper Colorado project where it is not 
yet determined exactly which units are to be authorized or to be 
completed, or finally constructed. Is that correct.? 

Mr. McBroom. | would say that in part, but mainly, it is the fact 
that our agency just has not had the manpower to get around to 
making the kind of studies on the units of the Colorado River storage 
project that have been made in this instance. As you know, the 
character and location of the units of the Colorado River storage 
project, many of them are pretty well set. 

So, it is more a matter of our getting in and making the kind of 
studies, having the time and the funds and the manpower to make the 
kind of studies that have heen made here. 

Mr. McGinury. I understand that the Secretary of the Interior 
has to make a later determination after our massage of the bill for 
whatever allocation is made to fish and wildlife. But are you say- 
ing that the projected construction of the Colorado River units 
I$ so uncertain at the time that you were asked to make a statement 
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on it that it was not possible to make a confined and restricted 
ment of benefits as you have done in this project 

Mr. McBroom. That 1s absoh utely correct, and | Sup] 0Se 
speaking about the time the Colorado River storage was | 
vuthorization. 

Mr. McGinury. Yes. When was that? Can you tell the eo 
for the record ¢ 

Mr. McBroom. I believe it was 1954. 

Mr. McGrinuey. Is it not the normal practice and desir 


VOU are 


ere for 


lillitfae 


O] the 
Departmen { of the Interi r’ pre par ine the a DOrls O ) fhese proposed 
a ‘ ? . { 
projects to make an estimate of the ultimate benefit as Vou have cone 
In this case ¢ 


Ir. McBroom. Yes, sir, we would | ke tonl dl | tinh Sule the Depart 
ment would like to see the kind of analysis of these projects prepared 
as has been prepared in this case. , 

a MeGintey. The diffienlty IT have had in understanding and 


a matter that would have to be explained to Congress, is w e 
have a more complete study made m this case in comparison ¥ me the 
others. You say a greater factor in that is the matter of the 


»* 


which the Colorado River ees Was proposed, is that right? 

Mr. McBroom. That 1s correct. 

When the Mid-State district started its planning, very early il 
planning stages on this project. they made a formal request. to the 
Secretary for a fish and wildlife study on this project. We were able 
to assign m: sues er and funds to do the job and we have what we 
think is a verv excellent report on the Mid-State project, which was 
prepared as the result of that study which we undertook at that 
time. 

Mr. McGuintey. Off the record. 

{ Diseussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Rocers. Back on the record. 

The gentleman from Nebraska / 

Mr. McGintery. Mr. Chairman. I have made a tabulation of actual 
visitor di avs for various Nebraska lakes, and projects from the figures 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, and I would like to have permission to 
insert it in the record at this place. 

Mr. Rocers. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


1 1s 


TABULATION AND COMMENTARY ON COMPARING EXISTING RESERVOIR SIZE AND 
Vistror-Day Recorps Wira Mip-STate ESTIMATE 


The following is a tabulation of surface acres of man-made reservoirs in 
Nebraska and the actual visitor days recorded during 1958 and 1959. The figures 
were provided by the Information Office of the Bureau of Reclamation : 


Visitor days 
Surface 





acres 
1959 1958 
Box Butte Reservoir 1, 600 11,150 | 6, 225 
Enders Lake 1, 707 74, 800 $1, 000 
Medicine Creek Reservoir 1, 768 130, 000 101,000 
Minatare Lake 2, 158 86, 000 81, 000 
Swanson Lake 4,974 253, 820 200), 000 
Mid-State project -.- 25, 000 (‘) ( 


1 Estimated annual visitor days, 300,000. 
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The Mid-State project figures include the surface acres of the proposed chain 
of reservoirs and the Fish and Wildlife Service estimate of visitor days. The 
chain of lakes on the Mid-State project provides many more miles of shoreline 
than there would be for a single reservoir with comparable surface acres and 
consequently pr vides considerably more opportunity to utilize the recreational, 
punting, and fishing facilities. 


It is important to know that the nuinber of peopl anes Within a 50-mile or 


1 100-mile radius of the other reservoirs listed compared with those living 
within oa ir distances of the Mid-State project woul! \d be many times fewer. 
The Mid-} e project area will be less than 10 miles from the Interstate High 


way now adler construction through Nebraska. 

Mr. ASPINAI L. Mr. { ‘hai rman, | would ask uhal _— is consent to 
place in the record at this place the table prep ared by Mr. MeBroom 
and his office and handed to me, under date of | ete ary 1, 1960, giv 
ing the methods and ee e results by which they arrived at the ! 
wildlife benefits for e Mid-Sitate reclamation projec t. 

Mr. Rocers. W som objection, it is so ordered. and will be ineluded 
in the recor l. 


(The document referred to follows:) 


» fish and 


Wid-State reclamation project, Nebraska* 


Total project cost noo 

















Tentative allocation : 
Reimbursable: Irrigation 
Nonreimbursable : 

Flood control 
Fish and wildlife 
Recreation 


ia ciandn epee wii tiwiemmse ( “Qty Cee Gee 


17, 196, SOO 
siden so diel opicadeacncteg aia | es. 9: or 
= seamen nat ati iM ar 163, 000 


Total 
Breakdown of Fish and Wildlife Alloc: ation : 
Separable costs 
Joint costs 


._.. %¢4, 0388, 500 


~ 


, JOO, 000 
tire cali ac Saison ebcesgaieaiiaseeabacateel ‘tle 8, 862, 900 


Total_ 
Annual benefits : 
Nl ne | a ity bigness cai alts aii ti tps tes os eel 2, 255, 000 
RNC i A Ee tea i 512, 100 
Fish and wildlife > s Oe ea 380, 500 


Recreation_______ sical nha cain Spice tn ac idee asec cA cheat ee Sma 480, 000 


TUNE cies cs ciiecct as Deed gle er ee wi ca a a a 3, 627, 600 


sicten Bota ee ee auc SU Gal woo 





Annual costs 


Athi cades sii a aaa dah a ae ch adie heen eae os each aaa a aaa 3, 001, 700 
1 As of April 1958. 


Benefit-cost ratio, 1.21 to 1.00. 


FISH AND WILDLIFE ALLOCATION 


The allocation to fish and wildlife was determined according to the separable 
costs-remaining benefits method on the basis of the annual benefits to fish and 
wildlife. The separable costs consisted of $1,500,000 for wildlife refuge land 
acquisition and development and $500,000 for minor project modifications. The 
$8,862,900 allocation of joint costs was in proportion to the relationship between 
the capitalized fish and wildlife benefits of $13,657,100 ($380.500 on an annual 


basis) less the separable costs and the other project benefits less their separable 
costs. } 
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Fish and wildlife benefits (annual) 


PIRI: Rien ta 2 2 o hk ot i i ee do within asics 
Rr NI INCA ee oid i oe Se es ee edb coe eee —3, 300 
RIE IO gob 25 Sie Son nO dS dk cece dle 5 eee 21, 000 
Ru so eee ea Se ee ehh «ieee Ae 200 
Irn OTN i ea ee ee se 41, 000 
Sui Tene nt nt 0 i eee ek bude glee al 12. 000 
———— 

PR ee i Sed eee cdl Sealine tah ah es satiety accents aes iat 380, 500 


The fishing and hunting benefits were based on expenditures by sportsmen, 
the trapping benefits were based on market prices for fur pelts, and the water. 
fowl refuge benefits were considered exactly equal to the cost of the refuge lands, 
The fishery benefit represented 136,000 fisherman-days annually at an average 
expenditure of $2.28 per day. Upland game hunting would be reduced by 1,109 
hunter-days annually which were evaluated at $3.02 per hunter-day. Big-game 
hunting would be increased by 30 hunter-days annually which were evaluated at 
$5.93 per day. Waterfowl hunting would be increased by 4,870 days annually 
which were evaluated at $4.31 per hunter-day. The average expenditure per 
day figures used in these computations were based on specific studies in that 
general region which were considered to be more appropriate than the national 
average figures available from the 1955 national survey. 

Mr. Rocers. One further question, Mr. McBroom. 

You were talking about the upper Colorado River storage project, 
as CO mpared with this project. Now, when the upper Colorado Riye 
storage project was or iginally worked out, how much was allocated 
for fish and wildlife, do you reeall ? 

Mr. McBroom. I do not have that in mind, Mr. Chairman. We will 
see if we can locate it here. I might say while he is looking, that see 
tion 8 of the Colorado storage project specifically provides for ations: “4- 
tien 

Mr. Rocers. I do not want that, Mr. McBroom, what I want is the 
figure as to how much was allocated to fish and wildlife. T have an 
awful time getting figures. 

Mr. McBroom. At the time of the passage of the act, it was $529,000, 

Mr. Rogers. $529,000. Wasthat for the entire project ? 

Mr. McBroom. That was for the studies that had been undertaken 
at that time, which were, as I have indicated, not anywhere near the 
full project 

Mr. Rocers. I know, Mr. McBroom, but that was for Glen Canyon, 
was it not? 

Mr. Wurre. May I comment here? 

Mr. Rocers. You sure may, if we can get the figures. 

Mr. WHITE. The allocation there was only on benefits which we 
had evaluated for a very small part of the project. I cannot remem- 
ber offhand which unit it was. But at the time of authorization, we 
had only completed reconnaissance studies on very little of the 
projec t. 

From time to time now, we are completing detailed studies and we 
will compute the benefits. 

Mr. Rocrers. That is not what I am getting at. There is no reason 
why we cannot get the information exactly. There were statements 
made on the upper Colorado storage project as to how much would 
be allocated to fish and wildlife when the matter was before this 
Congress, were there not ? 


Mr. Wuirte. No, sir. 
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Mr. Rocers. How much was that? I cannot understand why that 
cannot be answered. 

Mr. McGiney. $529,000 was the figure we have. 

Mr. Asprnavy. Mr. Chairman, as you figure up to the present time, 
these figures you gave to me the first of April on Glen Canyon show 
140,000 man-days. ‘J hat 140,000 man days’ public use of Glen Canyon 
supposedly takes care of that $529,000. vd es. 

Lam not critical, but I just want to show how difficult it is for us to 
go ahead. You show for this project 136,000 fisherman-days, 1,100 
days for hunters, that is game hunting and you show big-game hunt- 
ing of 30 days, and yet you come out with an evaluation of some- 
thing like $10 million or $11 million. T here is just no consistency in 
the way you figure. Your answer is, “Well, we have not gotten around 
to figuring the upper Colorado River project. / 

Of course, when you figure the upper Colorado River, you are fig- 
uring Glen Canyon, Flaming Gorge, Curecanti, and Navajo and 11 
small participating projects for the total of which, if I remember 

res correctly, $2 million was set aside as nonreimbursable for fish 
and wildlife. 

It is these inconsistencies that bother us at the present time. You 
say, “Well, we are going to get around to upper Colorado and we will 
sooner or later give you more nonreimbursable benefits.” Maybe you 
will, and maybe you would not. We may not need them, we hope we 
would not. If you figure this out, we might get out of the trouble 
we have with Curecanti at the present time because of interest rates. 

Mr. Wuire. May I say, our computation of benefits, to keep on the 
benefit side for the moment, and moving later to the allocation, our 
computation of benefits depends in part on our estimated use by people 
in the area. 

In other parts of the country, where there is already a good deal 
of fishing and hunting, the use of a new project might be less. So, it 
isa function of demand. Then moving on to the allocation, which, 
as I have tried to explain, is a function of the relation of the fish 
and wildlife benefits to the total benefits, and then the relation of 
the total benefits to the total cost. Under the separable cost-remain- 
— 

Mr. Rogers. We need to go on to the other witnesses. We have 
taken more time on this than I planned in the first instance. I want 
to say this: I am still in the dark as to the mathematical situation that 
has been worked out. 

Where a situation comes up in a $720 million project with alloca- 
tion of $2 million, and an $80 million project with an allocation of $10 
million, there is something inconsistent and something we do not un- 
derstand. We will just have to go into that later on. 

Mr. Wurre. Could I add one comment before we leave the stand ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Wurre. In further explanation of this $529,000 allocation on the 
Colorado River project, that was made as of 1958 on two participating 
projects only. Phat does not involve the other units. 

Mr. Rocrrs. The thing I was trying to get at was this: When we had 
this matter before the committee, I remember distinctly there was an 
amount set aside for fish and wildlife estimate and you have estimated 
man-days and you have estimated everything else, and what I cannot 
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understand is why we have to go into all of these tinky little f 
all the time and why we cannot get the overall picture so we can oe 
to the “meat in the coconut.” We will have to do it later on because 
we have other witnesses at this time. Thank you very much, both 
of you. 

Mr. McBroom. Thank you. 

Mr. Wuartre. Thank you. 

Mr. Rocers. Our next witness will be Mr. Arthur Johnson. presi- 
dent of the board of directors, Mid-State Reclamation District, and 
he will be accompanied by Mr. Ernest Staubitz, special representa. 
tive, Mid-State, and Mr. Darrell McOstrich, Mid-State engineer, and 
W. E. Trommershausen of the R. W. Beck & Associates, Columbus, 
Nebr. 

You may come forward, Mr. Johnson. 

Let the Chair make this observation at this time. Do each of you 
have a separate statement ? 

Mr. Jonnson. No; just the one statement. 

Mr. Rogers. I wanted to get them in the record if there were such 
statements. 

You may proceed. 


igures 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR C. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, BOARD oF 
DIRECTORS, MID-STATE RECLAMATION DISTRICT ; ACCOMPANIED 
BY ERNEST STAUBITZ, SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE, MID-STATE: 
DARRELL McOSTRICH, MID-STATE ENGINEER; AND W. E. TRO. 
MERSHAUSEN, R. W. BECK & ASSOCIATES, COLUMBUS, NEBR. 


Mr. Jonnson. My name is Arthur C. Johnson, of Kearney, Nebr. 
As president, and in behalf of the directors of the Nebraska Mid- 
State Reclamation District, and its citizens, I wish to substantiate the 
need and our firm determination to proceed with plans for the Ne- 
braska Mid-State project. 

This project is a multiple-purpose project consisting of irrigation, 
flood control, fish and wildlife, recreation, and hydroelectic power fea- 
tures. The irrigation features will provide a water supply for sur- 
face irrigation, and also provide for the replenishment and stabiliza- 
tion of ground waters throughout the project area in central Nebraska. 
In terms of irrigation, specifically, the project will make surface water 
available to 96,000 acres of land presently irrigated from private wells 
and to 44,000 acres of land now dry farmed. 

Further, it will replenish and stabilize the ground water supply for 
additional 163,000 acres of presently irrigated district lands which 
are expected to remain under private pumping. To these ends we 
seek immediate authorization and construction as a unit of the Mis- 
souri River Basin project. 

Available to assist me in answering your questions are E, f. 
Staubitz, a former director and past president of our district; D. B. 
McOstrich, district engineer; and W. E. Trommershausen, who ap- 
peared before this committee last. year, representing R. W. Beck & | 
Associates, consulting engineers, Columbus, Nebr., which firm pre | 
pared our 1958 Mid-State project report. 
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Our project proposals have been before this committee since 1953 
(LR. 5301). Your records show that testimony on these proposals 
was presented in a field hearing in Grant Island, Nebr., in October 
1995 (H.R. 4484, Committee Print No. 23) ; in a hearing before this 
committee in June 1958 (H.R. 10825, Committee Print No. 5). 

We understand that this hearing is supplemental to the 1959 hear- 
ing on our Mid-State project proposals and that the comprehensive 
statements made on that occasion, as presented in your Committee 
Print No. 5, provide the basic information and facts for your con- 
sideration of H.R. 8985, the present bill under consideration. 

Further, we believe that our statements at the 1959 hearing, to- 
gether with the supporting statements of State officials and many 
organizations and individuals from our district, fully describe the 
purpose of the Mid-State plan, the project works, their operation and 
the multipurpose benefits that will be provided. Those same state- 
ments fully describe the need for our project and the justification for 
its construction. — 

Our previous bill, H.R. 3662, prompted questions in the 1959 com- 
mittee hearings by members of the committee and Government of- 
fcials, concerning the precedents that this legislation would have 
established as contrasted with reclamation law. 

It became apparent from this legislative hearing that it would be 
advisable in the interest of early construction of the project for Mid- 
State to attempt to secure authorization as a Federal project. Accord- 
ingly, our directors, in July 1959, formally petitioned Congress to 
consider authorization as a unit of the Missouri River Basin project 
and solicited the assistance, guidance, and advice of the Secretary of 
Interior to accomplish construction at the earliest possible date as a 
Federal project, and as closely as practical in accordance with the 
general plan and design of the district. To obtain this objective, 
H.R. 8985 was introduced by Congressman Donald McGinley and S. 
9640 by Senators Carl Curtis and Roman Hruska late in the Ist 
session of the 86th Congress. 

To satisfy inquiries by this committee and stemming from its re- 
quests, the Secretary of the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion, initiated, in November 1959, a review of the economics of the 
aforementioned Mid-State project. 

In January 1960, the Department of the Interior issued its evalua- 
tion statement as a revision of the financial analysis of the 1958 Mid- 
State report, and in support of the provisions of H.R. 8985 and S. 
2640. This report of Commissioner Floyd E. Dominy was approved 
by Secretary of Interior Fred A. Seaton and submitted, together 
with supporting comments, to your committee on April 20, 1960. 

Findings on economic and financial feasibility of the Mid-State 
project, as presented in the evaluation statement of the Department 
of the Interior, dated January 1960, will be explained by Commis- 
sioner of Reclamation Floyd E. Dominy. 

In this evaluation statement is found the following (p. 3): 

The basic plan for the Mid-State project is the same as that contained in the 
Mid-State project report dated April 1958. 

Therefore, the physical plan for project works and their operation 
remain unchanged from the detailed explanations given to this com- 





48 MID-STATE PROJECT, NEBRASKA 


mittee by Mid-State’s consulting engineers in April 1959. In the 
conclusions (p. 2) the Commissioner of Reclamation states that— 
The Mid-State project report of 1958 and the evaluation in this statement aqe. 
quately demonstrates project justification and feasibility for purposes of author. 
ization as a unit of the Missouri River Basin project. 

This evaluation statement was unanimously approved by our board 
of directors on May 9, 1960, and we urge its acceptance by this com. 
mittee and the Congress, as an appropriate supplement to the Mid. 
State project report. 


DISTRICT S HISTORY AND DESCRIPTION 


The Nebraska Mid-State Reclamation District, sponsor of the 
Mid-State project, is organized under the Nebraska Reclamation Act 
of 1947. Formation of the district was approved by the State of 
Nebraska in February, 1948. The legality of the formation and 
organization of the district, and the powers of its elected board of 
directors, were upheld by unanimous decision of the Supreme Court 
of Nebraska in 1950. 

Under this act and prior to the delivery of water from the project 
works, the reclamation district may levy a 1-mill tax on the assessed 
value of all real and personal property within the district for pur. 
poses of organization, construction and operation of a project. Be- 
ginning with water delivery by the Mid-State project, the district 
may levy a 2-mill tax and, in instances of deficiencies and Impending 
defaults in contract payments, it may levy a third mill. The right 
of the district to make levies was approved by the voters of the dis. 
trict in 1948 by a vote of 9,022 to 4,522, or a ratio of 2 tol. Accord- 
ingly, a tax levy of 1 mill or less has been made since 1948 by the 
district for its purposes. 

The assessed valuation of real and personal property in the district 
(under Nebraska law) has increased from approximately $81 mil- 
lion in 1948, to $124 million in 1959 levy. Under these levies the 
total taxes collected by the district from 1948 to March 31, 1960, have 
been $843,564. These funds, together with private subscriptions of 
individuals and business firms of $180,000 from 1943 to 1948, show 
local contributions for the project plans and reports exceeding $1 
million since 1943. 

The district area consists of approximately 550,000 acres of land, 
most of which is under cultivation in Buffalo, Hall, and Merrick 
Counties, Nebr. An estimated 259,000 acres of croplands are now 
irrigated by 5,000 irrigation wells. The total population of the 
district approximates 60,000. 

The economy of our district area is based on agricultural produc- 
tion and related activities. Croplands presently produce corn, small 
grains, sugar beets, potatoes, soybeans, milo, alfalfa, and other hay. 
Since livestock feeding and dairying constitute primary farm opers- 
tions, over 80 percent of the corn produced annually is fed locally. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BENEFITS 


The Mid-State project was initiated nearly 20 years ago when local 
people employed Adolph F. Meyers, nationally known hydraulic and 
consulting engineer, Minneapolis, Minn., to make a preliminary re- 
port on project plans. 

After the initial surveys of project sites and office studies, the first 
gt of project plans was completed in March 1944. Revisions and 
adjustments have been made over the intervening years to conform 
to Federal planning principles and to keep abreast of changing devel- 
opments in the project areas. — 

As now proposed, the Mid-State project will consist of (1) a diver- 
sion dam on the Platte River, (2) a 15-mile main supply canal, (3) 
a series of 23 interconnected reservours across ravines on the north 
side of the valley, (4) four potential hydroelectric powerplants with 
acapacity of 67,200 kilowatts of power, and (5) a distribution system 
and series of district wells for the irrigation of 140,000 acres of crop- 
land. These facilities and their operation are fully described in the 
project report submitted previously to this committee. Collectively, 
these facilities will provide as major benefits (1) irrigation, (2) 
replenishment and stabilization of the ground water supply for farms, 
cities, and industry, (3) flood control, (4) the production of hydro- 
electric power, (5) conservation of fish and wildlife, and (6) develop- 
ment of recreational facilities. 


IRRIGATION 


As previously stated, the Mid-State project will supply surface ir- 
rigation water directly to 140,000 acres of cropland in the district, in- 
cluding 96,000 acres presently irrigated from wells and 44,000 acres 
of dry-farmed land. 

Under a 1958 farm-to-farm survey the owners of 113,000 acres of 
land signed letters of intent to obtain project water service. It has 
been established that the water supply available from the Platte River 
to the Mid-State project. is adequate. The Mid-State board is con- 
fident that contracts for service to the entire 140,000 acres for which 
there is an available water supply can be negotiated once the project 
is authorized. 

The Bureau of Reclamation report evaluates the total irrigation 
benefits to be in excess of $3,000 annually. 


REPLENISHMENT OF GROUND WATER SUPPLY 


It is generally accepted that operation of the project and its dis- 
tribution of surface water to croplands, will contribute to the stabili- 
zation and replenishment of ground water over the entire district 
area, benefiting all irrigators, domestic water supply, as well as towns 
and cities and industrial water users. 

The number of irrigation wells in the district has increased from 
about 500 in 1930 to over 5,000 in 1960. This accelerated pumping 
has created critical conditions in many cases, particularly in the dry 
years of 1954-56, and, if allowed to continue without artificial re- 
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plenishment, will have serious economic effect on our present agricyl- 
tural economy and could approach a calamity. Replenishment of the 


groundwater supply can be accomplished and the present economy Ove 
sustained if works are built to regulate and distribute the availabje | and it 
surface waters. D.C., 1 
This benefit, resulting from ground water stabilization is includeq | fully 2 
in the evaluation statement of the Bureau of Reclamation for tota | of the 
irrigation benefits. are ha 
FLOOD CONTROL — 

e: 


Following the disastrous 1947 flood on the Platte River and its of dec] 
tributaries which resulted in damages within and outside of the dis. | promp 
trict to property, both rural and urban, the Mid-State board ye. | face m 
quested the Corps of Engineers to undertake studies concerning the | gated : 
annual flood control benefits that could be achieved by the proposed | Foll 
Mid-State project. As the result of these studies, the Corps of Engi. | comple 
neers determined that flood control benefits for the district and other | by the 


areas outside of the district would be $512,000 annually. Constr 
All t 

HYDROELECTRIC POWER | grounc 

r i ; | heavy 
rhe project works include four potential proposed hydroelectric | supply 
powerplants, with reversible pump turbines to insure the production We | 


of firm power, each to have an installed capacity of 16,800 kilowatts, eral he 


It is proposed that the output from one of the powerplants be used to | thoriza 
meet the irrigation well-pumping requirements of the district and We: 
that it be considered as an irrigation feature. eral ag 

Construction of the three remaining plants will be deferred pend- | has exc 
ing development of further powerloads in Nebraska. electior 


However, since these three plants will have the capability to pro- | tinuati 
duce in excess of 50,000 kilowatts and 160 million kilowatt-hours of We s 
power to be used for peaking requirements, it would seem logical that | develoy 


this power potential not be foreclosed. the Mis 
The - 

FISH AND WILDLIFE AND RECREATION project 

: work ¢ 

Interconnected reservoirs of the Mid-State project, with a com- pleting 
bined water surface area of 25,000 acres, together with their shore Wer 
areas, will provide important benefits to fish and wildlife, and for | ang is 
fishing, boating, swimming, other water sports, and hunting. uted a 


The inclusion of minimum basic structures and other recreational | gj mj)) 
facilities at certain adaptable reservoir areas, as proposed by the | Wea 
Nebraska State Game, Forestation and Parks Commission, and the | pefinem 
National Park Service, will provide these benefits not only to the citi | Reclam 
zens of the local area, but to those eastern Nebraska and to the ever- | We | 
increasing number of vacationing tourists of eastern and western | complis 
States who now use U.S. Highway 30 and who will use the interstate | gythorj 
highway now under construction through the Mid-State area. _ | Missour 

The Interior Department, through its Bureau of Sport Fisheries | other 7 
and Wildlife, has evaluated the annual fish and wildlife benefits to | Congre: 
be $380,500. In companion studies the National Park Service has} Mp. ] 
evaluated the annual recreation benefits to be $480,000. | Mr. A 


Mr, J 
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SUMMARY 


Over the past 15 years, members of the Mid-State board of directors 
and its technical employees have made numerous trips to Washington, 
p.C., in an effort to develop a sound multipurpose project that would 
fully meet the requirements of the Congress and the executive agencies 
of the Federal Government. Much progress has been made and we 
are happy to have the full support and acceptance by the Bureau of 
2oclamation of our basic plan. 

Weare lagging seriously in our efforts to solve the critical problems 
of declining water levels in our Mid-State area. Unless we proceed 
promptly with the development of our surface water supplies, we 
face mounting pumping costs and extensive losses to our well-irri- 
sated acreage, With serious repercussions to our established economy. 
* Following authorization, at least 3 to 4 years will be required to 
complete the detailed studies and the definite plan report mentioned 
by the Secretary of the Interior and to accomplish other prerequisites 
Construction will require several years. 

All together this gives no promise of relief to the overdraft on our 
ground water reservoir short of the early 1970’s. With continued 
heavy pumping and more rapid drawdown of our ground water 
supply, our situation will become even more critical. 

We believe that the information supplied to this committee in sev- 
eral hearings has demonstrated that we diligently have sought au- 
thorization of our project. 

We are willing at all times to cooperate with the responsible Fed- 
eral agencies involved. The record will also show that the district 
has excellent voter support, as indicated by the outcome of the special 
election in 1957, wherein the voters by a vote of 5 to 1 favored con- 
tinuation of the district. 

We stand ready to accept the responsibilities associated with the 
development of our unit under Federal reclamation law as a unit of 
the Missouri River Basin project. 

The Mid-State area has been a part of the Missouri River Basin 
project since enactment of the Flood Control Act of 1944 and we will 
work closely with the Congress and the interested agencies in com- 
pleting our unit of that project. 

We respectfully submit that our unit has been thoroughly studied 
and discussed in congressional hearings. Our people have contrib- 
uted a large amount of volunteer effort and have invested more than 
$1 million of local funds in development of the project since 1948. 

We are continuing to expend moderate sums of local money in the 
refinement of the project plan in cooperation with the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

We believe that all prerequisites for authorization have been ac- 
complished and urge your favorable consideration of H.R. 8985 for 
authorization of the Nebraska Mid-State project as a unit of the 
Missouri Basin project under terms and conditions comparable to 
other Federal reclamation projects that have been authorized by the 
Congress in recent years. 

Mr. Rocers. Thank you for an excellent statement, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Aspinall, do you have any questions ? 

Mr, Asptwan. I have three or four questions. 
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Mr. Johnson, are the people of the area now unanimously in fayoy | 


of this Federal project approach to the water resource development) | 


Mr. Jounson. Very definitely so, yes, sir. 

Mr. Asprnati. What kind of an expression have you had from | 
them? Has it been a question of direct voting on the matter, or has 
it been a question of voting for directors who stood for the Federal] 
project ? 

Mr. Jounson. Not since we have changed over to the Federal] proj- 
ect, but the election we had previous to that as to whether to continue 
the district was carried by a 5 to 1 margin which indicates our people 
are very much in favor of the project. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Would you favor the 50-year payout period ? 

Mr. Jounson. If that becomes a law. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Of course, that is up to us in the authorizing legis. 
lation. The questions I am asking you now—and I am going to ask | 
this next question—are questions which are not in conformity with 
the existing situation in the Missouri Basin, but the chairman of this 
committee and I think most of the committee are desirous as much 
as possible of following the principles and policies established for 
reclamation law. 

We know in the Missouri Basin it is a 40-year payout. We know 
that is established policy under reclamation law, but we also know 
that most of our projects, at the present time, are being given 50 years, 
Some of them have been recommended for more than that. What] 
want to know is, if it seems to be in the national interest and to the | 
‘benefit of reclamation programs generally, are you folks willing to 
pay what you can pay for 50 years? 

Mr. Jackson. We will go along with any law that may be passed. 
What I mean to say is that we do not want to close the door on the 
project for the reason we feel we must have it in order to stabilize our 
economy, if that becomes a law. We would prefer the 40 years, of 
course. 

Mr. Asprnatu. Let me ask this next question and be careful how 
you answer this. If you do not want to answer it, at this time, say so, 
We do not like to see precedent passed on the 40- or 50-year payout 
period. 

In these instances where the balance of the construction cost is 
carried over beyond the original payout period to be taken care of 
from power funds we have difficulty with that. Now, you folks have, 
I think, very wisely set up a conservancy district and you havea 
millage. Would you be willing to let your millage, after the 50-year 
payout, wherever it is necessary, and in the amounts necessary, take 
care of that interest on that amount of money the payment of which 
has to be postponed for 75 or 76 years? If you do not want to answer 
it say so. That is a new innovation. 

Mr. Stravstrz. May I answer that? 

Mr. Asptnatu. Mr. Staubitz, if you wish. 

Mr. Sraverrz. That poses a new question and I think we would need 
to check the implication there of what the amount of interest is and 
what isinvolved. We have not considered that. 

Mr. Asprnatu. You understand the reason I ask you? 

Mr. Sravsirz. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Asprnati. You know what the problem is in Congress and in 
the House of Representatives at the present time. 


| 
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Mr. Sravsrrz. I would like to answer the other question a little fur- 
ther,ifI might. _ 

Mr. AsPINALL. Yes. ay seh 

Mr. Sravsirz. The attitude of the Mid-State District is that we do 
feel if we are a Federal project we will be in the Federal program and 
‘f from here on the projects are going to be 50, we do not feel we want 
to be treated better than anybody else. We also feel we do not want to 
get any special treatment in the opposite direction, and be diserim- 
nated against, possibly, that we would be the only 50-year project 
and the others would be 40-year projects. But whatever the program, 
be it 40 years or 50 years, we feel it is a good program, we want to be 
init. We have demonstrated our willingness to raise money and sup- 
port the program ; whatever the program is, that is what we will work 
under. 

Mr. Asprnatu. That is the word of a good American and a good 
Nebraskan. May I say, the gentleman who speaks, the chairman of 
the full committee, has been in the same position that it now appears 
you may be caught in, this 50-year payout period on the use of Federal 
funds. 

It is his intention, when that problem presents itself to see that we 
pay within the 50-year payout even if I have to back it with some new 
legislation. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Mr. Chenoweth ? 

Mr. CHenowertu. I am delighted to see you, again. I have not for- 
gotten our pleasant trip from Lincoln to Grand Island. I wanted to 
ask a question about the conservancy district. When was it or- 
ganized ¢ 

Mr. Jonnson. 1947. 

Mr. CHenoweTH. How do you finance your conservancy district? 
Do you have a mill levy in the district ? 

Mr. JouNnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CHENoweTH. What is your Nebraska law on the conservancy 
district? How much can you levy ? 

Mr. Jounson. One mill until the time we deliver water. 

Mr. Coenowetu. Then, how much? 

Mr. Jounson. Then, 2 mills. Then, if we get in trouble and cannot 
meet our obligations, we can go to 3 mills. 

Mr. Cuenowern. How much are you levying now ? 

Mr. Jounson. It is 1 mill at the present time. We have had 1 or 2 
years when we only assessed a half mill. 

Mr. CuenowetH. How much does 1 mill bring you in revenue ap- 
proximately ? 

Mr. Jounson. This last year, I think it was $124,000. 

Mr. Cuznoweru. That is sufficient to finance your operations and 
your studies on engineering and planning? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. CHenowetn. And the necessary preliminary work ? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. We are now cooperating with the Bureau in 
making studies and pay over to them money so that they can carry on 
in order to speed up the progress until such a time we might get 


, authorization. 


Mr. Cuenowern. You say you are furnishing the money to the 
Bureau to conduct some of these studies? 
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Mr. Jounson. That is correct. Mr. R 
Mr. Cuenowetn. To make some of these findings ? Mr. S 
Mr. Jounson. That is correct. liment 


Mr. Cuenowetn. I will not take further time. I have always been | they ha 
very much in sympathy with your project. I think you deserve great | the Rep 
credit for tenacity and perseverance you have displayed over the | ing, the 
years in promoting this project and I hope you meet with success, | time tha 


Mr. Jonnson. Thank you. Mr. J 
Mr. Rocers. Mr. Haley ? ested 1n 
Mr. Harry. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. are for 
[ want to compliment the witnesses on the clarity with which they | Mr. F 
presented their problem. I would also like to say—while it does not | Mr. Cha 
probably have to come from me—I also want to compliment the dis. Mr. R 


tinguished author of this bill on the House side who is a member of Mr. 
our committee and tell you if you do not know it, he is doing a mag. | make 
nificent job in the Congress here representing you. He is, of course, | since it 
a member of this committee and we hold him in very high regard, | you hav 
While he is not only young in years, he is young in service, I am sure | that tim 
he is going to render to the people of your great section of the Nation | director 


fine representation. Mr. J 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | there he 
Mr. Rogers. Mr. Cunningham ? maybe \ 


Mr. Cunntncuam. We had ver y unusual snowfall in the past year mented 
in Omaha, 57 inches through the winter which caused a great deal | Mr. § 
of flood damage in my district as a result of a levee breaking j in | observat 
the Platte River. Would you be able to comment to the committee as | were de 
to any flooding problems. that you had in this proposed district or | Mid-Ste 
other parts of the State this winter? As at 

Mr. Jonunson. We did not have the large amount of snow in the opposed 
center part of Nebraska that you had in the east end. The slowness | thing 1 
of the snow melting did not create a problem for us. However, some | tience & 
of our snow melt coupled with other extremes is what gave you the | this pro 
trouble in the east end of the State. So, indirectly, it would have had | to conti 
a bearing on what happened to the Omaha area if we had our project | Mpress 


constructed. It is | 

Mr. Cunntnouam. Then you say that the flood damage that oe | SPSS as 
curred in the Omaha area could have been eliminated or at least | !evy on 
much minimized if your project had been built ? to keep 


Mr. Jounson. It would have been minimized; yes, sir. We con- especial 
tributed some of the water you had down there, there is no question Wher 
about that. tax com 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Chairman, I of course want to join in you real 
complimenting these people who represent the Mid-State project as For t 
I have done on other occasions. We are very proud of the thorough | that yo 
study they have given this project, the fact that they have raised so | the roa 
much of their own money and wanted to go ahead more or less on this pro 


their own. I certainly want to compliment my colleague from Ne- Mr. F 
braska because he has put in a great deal of time and effort on this Mr. J 
in working out these problems that have arisen. I want to thank the | ilso adc 
committee for being understanding of this project and I cert: ainly | Mr. R 
hope that the committee, in its wisdom, will see fit to give it the | ie | 


ahead signal. 
Thank you. 
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Mr. Rocers. Judge Saund? 

Mr. Saunv. I wish to join Mr. Cunningham and Mr. Haley in com- 
Jimenting the citizens of Nebraska for the wonderful representation 
they have here in Congress, particularly on this committee, both on 
the Republi ‘an and the Democratic side. These men are hard work- 
ing, they are dignified and they have made more progress in a short 
‘ime than anybody else I know of in Congress. 

Mr. Jounson. May I make the comment that we are almost as inter- 
ated in seeing the success of this project from our standpoint as we 
ye for our Representative who has done such a wonderful job for us. 

Mr. Hater. We have always had good representatian, I might say, 
Wr. Chairman, from your great State. 

“Mr. Rocers. Mr. McGinley ? 

Mr. McGrntey. Mr. Johnson, I might ask you or Mr. Staubitz to 
mke comment to the committee about the support of this project 
gnce it has been reintroduced from the Federal approach. I realize 
you have not had any opportunity to check the feeling by a vote, since 
that time on the overall project, but you have had an election for some 
directors since the time this bill was introduced, have you not? 

Mr. Jounson. Don, can we answer it this way? Our people out 
there have inquired: Why did you not go Bureau a long time ago, 
maybe we would have had our project now? We are being compli- 
mented for the steps that we are now taking in this direction. 

Mr. Stauprrz. May I answer, please? I would like to make the 
observation in our election we have not had candidates for office who 
were dedicated to destroying the district. We have not had anti- 
Mid-State candidates. 

Asa matter of fact, our candidates for directorships have been un- 
opposed. We do have public consent. I would like to say one more 
thing in recognition of what you said, Mr. Aspinall, about our pa- 
tience and the possibility of what we may expect. We are faced with 
this problem, of course, of the continuing mill levy. Our people voted 
to continue it on the strength of our new proposal, and our ability to 
impress on them that we were making progress. 

[t is important we have as much evidence of progress here in Con- 
gress as possible to show so that we are justified in continuing that 
levy on our people. Public interest, as you surely know, is not easy 
to keep up. It is pretty hard to keep them instilled with optimism, 
especially when you get into a case of high taxes. 

When we can get our people to submit to this levy in spite of some 
tax complaints in our State, as I am sure they have in other States, 
you realize we do have a problem. 

For that reason we are anxious that anything you people can do, 
that you do the maximum that you can do for us in getting us on 
the road so that we can continue our mill levy and expedite getting 
this project on the road. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. Staubitz. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. McGinley, did we answer the question? I might 
ilso add we had the supporting letters from the Governors. | 

Mr. Rogers. Yes, those are in the record. 


Mr. Morris. No questions. 
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Mr. Rogers. Thank you very much for your presentation. I think 
the record will be rather complete on this. 

Let the Chair make this observation now. 

He has a request from the National Reclamation Association, by 
Mr. William E. Welsh, to include a statement concerning this projec 

Without objection, that statement will also be included in the 
record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT PERTAINING TO THE PROPOSED Mip-StaTE PROJECT, NEBRASKA, BY 
Witt1aM E, WELSH, SECRETARY-MANAGER, NATIONAL RECLAMATION Asgsocyg. 
TION 


My name is William E. Welsh. I am secretary-manager of the Nationa) 
Reclamation Association. The board of directors of the association have ay. 
thorized me, as secretary-manager, to support projects at either the authoriza- 
tion or the appropriation stage where the duly authorized agency of the affected 
State or States raise no objection to the project and where request for such sup. 
port is made by the sponsoring organizations. 

The Mid-State project as it is proposed and now pending before your com- 
mittee, embraces an area along the Platte River in south-central Nebraska that 
was extremely hard hit by the severe drought and dust storms of the 1930's, It 
has also experienced a number of dry years since that time. 

Many farms in that area have been irrigated for a period of several years by 
pumping water from irrigation wells. This experience has shown that when suf. 
ficient water can be made available by irrigation the very finest crops ean be 
raised year after year. The area to be included in the Mid-State project has 
been without adequate irrigation water and, consequently, the people of that area 
have suffered from such shortages. 

A multipurpose project, the Mid-State project will include among its benefits 
flood control, power development, and recreation. Although the primary purpose 
of the project is to provide irrigation water to approximately 140,000 acres of 
land in that area, of which 40,000 acres are presently dryland farming, in addi- 
tion it will also recharge the ground water table, thereby indirectly benefitting a 
much greater area by making an adequate water supply available for irrigation 
by pumping. 

The principal features of the project consist of a diversion dam, a main supply 
canal, a reservoir system canal, a reservoir system consisting of a series of 20. 
some interconnecting ravine reservoirs on the north side of the valley formed by 
the construction of earth-filled dams, four powerplant sites with approximately 
60,000-kilowatt capacity, spillways, floodways, and a well-gravity irrigation dis- 
tribution system. 

A year ago the sponsors of this project appeared before this committee re- 
questing a Federal loan which would be quite similar in its operation and intent 
to a loan that would be granted to a project under the Small Reclamation Project 
Act. This year the sponsors are requesting that the project be reauthorized 
and approved under the Federal reclamation law as a unit of the Missouri River 
Basin project. However, I am advised that the general plan and the purpose and 
intent of the project sponsors is practically the same as it was a year ago except 
that they are requesting authorization in a different manner. 

The sponsors of this project have advised me that it has been approved by the 
Governors of the 10 Missouri Basin States. 


Although a set of the resolutions adopted by the NRA at its annual meeting | 


in Denver, Colo., last fall was mailed to each member of your committee. Iam 
attaching to my statement Resolution No. 20, “Authorization and Appropria- 
tion for Continued Reclamation Program.” This resolution especially el- 
phasizes the very keen interest in and strong support for continued reclamation 
development by the NRA. I would appreciate it if this resolution could be in- 
cluded as a part of my statement and inserted in the record. 

This project is located in what would be one of the finest agricultural sections 
of the entire country if a full and dependable water supply could be made avail- 
able year after year. Under present conditions the area suffers periodically from 
severe water shortage. During the 1930’s a number of the droughts continued 
year after year successively. Under those conditions the residents of that area 
were extremely handicapped. 
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i ject i ded and would be so 
se of the fact that this project is so urgently nee ded 30 
et to this area, the NRA is indeed glad of this opportunity to endorse this 
ae We urge that it be given early favorable consideration. 
p 3 


tuTION No. 20—AUTHORIZATION AND APPROPRIATIONS FOR CONTINUED RECLA- 
e MATION PROGRAM 


Whereas it long has been recognized that water is the lifeblood of municipal, 
agricultural and industrial existence, and that an adequate supply of water is 
agsential to the improvement of the American standard of living ; and a 

Whereas remaining undeveloped water supplies are limited in amount, orrati 
in availability, requiring major Sree for control, and located long distances 
: sary points of use: ant 
Miicrses continmons conservation, development, and utilization of the water 
resources of the States of this Nation are necessary to the growth of the Nation 
and must keep pace with the increase in population and with the needs of the 
; + ant fs 
Wybeceas the reclamation States provide expanding markets for the Nation’s 
eods and are absorbing a large share of the increase in population in the t nited 
States because of the location of needed and newly discovered raw materials in 
the area and the ever-present necessity for the decentralizing of industry in the 
interest of national defense; and ; ; 

Whereas the Federal Government, since its inception, has recognized its re- 
sponsibility in the support of improvement resulting in public benefits, including 
the Reclamation Act of 1902 and subsequent legislation relating to the develop- 
ment and construction of major multipurpose water-use projects: and 

Whereas planning and construction of projects for such conservation, develop- 
ment, and utilization must be carried forward in keeping with the increasing 
needs of the Nation, and on a feasible local and national economic basis; and 

Whereas the development of plans and the construction of basinwide projects 
for the full use of a water resource is a difficult, complicated, and time-consuming 
process, Sometimes requiring decades of efforts ; and 

Whereas basinwide multiple-use projects frequently involve many States 
having common interests in interstate streams: and 

Whereas the magnitude and necessity for multiple-use basinwide develop. 
ments within the framework and limitations prescribed by interstate compacts 
and State laws require joint action by the States involved and the full unanimous 
support of all reclamation States; and 

Whereas greater public understanding and appreciation of local, regional, and 


national benefits of the entire reclamation program are necessary: Now, there- 
fore, be it 


Resolved, That: 


1, The National Reclamation Association vigorously reaffirms its position in 
support of the basic principles of reclamation accepted as national policy for 
more than 50 years, namely, the use of Federal money without interest for the 
irrigation features, the use of power revenues on a feasible economic basis to 
help pay the cost of reclamation and the inherent right and obligation of the 
peonle of the reclamation States with the assistance of the Federal Government 
to develop fully their water and power resources in accordance with applicable 
interstate compacts and the water laws of the respective States, which are and 
should be binding on the United States in the development of water resources. 

2. The reclamation States, through the directors of the National Reclamation 
Association, be urged to support vigorously and unanimously, a reclamation 
program designed to fully develop the land and water resources of the reclama- 
tion States within the limit of available water supplies. 

3. The officers of the National Reclamation Association devise ways and find 
means to inform the public, through the press and other media, of information 


m the basic facts and far-reaching benefits of present and proposed water re- 
source development. 


4. The officers of the National Reclamation Association bring to the attention 
of the President 


: and Congress the extent to which the national welfare and 
available expandir 


! ig markets will be impaired and curtailed if the Federal recla- 
nation program is not expanded. 


5. The officers of the National Reclam 
of the President and C 


how pending before C 


ation Association bring to the attention 
ongress the urgent need for authorization of new projects, 


ongress, and potential projects justifiable under the law 
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which will develop, control, conserve, and utilize the water resources of the 
reclamation States. 

Mr. Rocers. Is there anything else to come before the subcommittea? 

(Discussion off the record.) : 

Mr. McGinty. Just before closing, I would like to extend again 
an invitation to members of this committee to visit our existing reglg. 
mation projects and proposed reclamation plans in Nebraska sometime 

I think it has been some time since members have been out there and 
our new membership, perhaps, would get a better understanding of 
what is involved in a rather extensive development program. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you, Mr. McGinley. We hope to be able to ayaij 
ourselves of that invitation. 

If there is no further business to come before the subcommittee, the 
subcommittee will stand adjourned until the call of the Chair, 

(Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned, sub. 
ject to the call of the Chair.) 


x 








